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ABSTRACT

Of the $385.2 billion in Federal Government ,outlays repottedby the COmmimity
Services Administration for fiscal 1976, $314.5 billion can be triCed,to individual
counties. Over 76 peecent of these out -lays were made in metropolitan counties., Since
the population. in metropolitan'counties in 1975 comprised.72.8 percent of the U.S.
total,'Oer capita Federal outlays were higher in metropolitan areas ($1,555) than in
nonmetropolitan areas ($1,271). Regionally, per capita outlays were highest in the
West ($1,887) and South ($1,599) and below average in !the Northeastern ($1,323) and";
Nojth Central ($1,192) regions. For all regions, per capita outlhys were highest in.
declining metropolitan counties and loWest in growing nonmetropolitan counties.-

Keywoids: Federal outlays, Federal spending.
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'This study analyzes data on Federal outlays in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan'
counties. for'fiscal 1276. Whi] it is the first such report to be published by the
Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service, similar reports have been available
for a number of years. These earlier reports, for which Fred K.* Hines had primary

".responsibility, were issued as Preside ial reports to the Congress on the avail
ability of Government services to tura America.

PREFACE

1

A

The present analysis is heavily influenced by those preceding reports and
follows them closely inIboth content and format. It includes nearly all the programs
reported'previously and employs ,,a.similar scheme for'tlassifying programs according
to 'func'tion. Some additions and clarifications, however, have been introduced, and .

are discusged beginning"on page 6. Other limitations of the outlays statistics
whigch,offect both thiand earlier reports are discussed beginning on page, 3.

Washington, D.C. 20250 'August 1978
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SUMMARY

Of the totalFederal outlays for nearly 700 selected'. Government programs during
fiscal 1976,. the largest share (76 percent) accrued to metropolitan counties, whose,
1975 poptilatIon comprised 72.8 percent of the U.S. total. Per capita Federal outlays
during fiscal 1976'were therefore higher in metropolitan areas ($1,555) than nonmetro-
politan areas ($l,271). The report examines ,the distribution' of fiscal 1976 Fede;e1
outlays between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties for those 700.programa,
totaling $314..5 billion or,81.6 percent of the total oUtlaltfor that year.

. ----i

TheAlport gro4s Federal outlays .1.vp 'seven major program area categories:.
human resource development, housing, community..and industrial devtlopment, agriculture,
and \ natural resources, defense and space, j ustice and /taw enforcement, and general
func ions andOovernment administration. In 'all but two program area'categories -
community and industrial development and agriculture,and naturyd resourcesper\
capita outlays in metropolitan areas exceeded outlays in nonmetropolitan areas. A
total of $239.6 billion went to metropolitan areas, while nonmetropolitan areas .

received $74.9 billion.

Regionally, per capita outlays were highest in the West ($1,887) and lowest in
the North Central region ($1,192). The Northeast Leceived the Dighest ltvel of
?outlays for human resource develepment ($813), but only half the U.S. average for
housing and one-fourt the U.S. average for agriculture and natural' reso*)p*s. The
North. Central region ha ess than the U.S. average-in every progiam area category,
but especially in defense and space programs ,end huian resource development outlays.
The South received the second highest level of Federal outlayt ($1,599). Per capi(s.

jrc outlays for community and industrial development,justice and law enforcement, and
general functions and Government administration were highest in the Southern. States.
The West received tke highest level of per capita outlays for housing, Agriculture
and natural resources, and defense and space; in these program areas, the West almost
doubled the,U.S. average...

When counties were grouped y recent (1970-75) population change, .per capita.
outlays were highest in declining metropolitan counties and lowest.in g wing
nonmetropolitan counties. Outlays for many'of the program areal; ere mu h higher on
a per capita basis in declining metropolitan counties than in an other unty group.
Per capiti-oUtlays for housing were high in grdwing counties both inside and outside
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's), but almost twice as high in the
metropolitan growing Tunties as'in nonmetropolitan growing counties.

Per capita outlays for agrictilture and natural resources- accrued heavily to
declining nonmetropolitan counties, where they were nearly two-thirds higher than in
growing nonMetropolitan,cOunties, and three times the U.S. average. Per capita:',
outlays for community and industrial development were high in both Metropolitanand
nonmetropolitan declining counties, but substantially above average in growing
nonmetropolitan counties as well.

iv

#
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FEDERAL

OUTLAYS IN

FISCAL 1976

A Comparison of
Metropolitan and
Noqmetropolitan,
Areas

J Norman .Reid W. Maureen Godsey

INTRODUCTION

Fred K. Hines *

Government services in the United States ai5)irovided through a highly complex
network of organizations. Although services are'administeredat three general levels-.
Federal, State, and'loCal-741.t--is at the local4evel that the greatest complexity
occurs, with the nuMber)of'independenttlocal governments providing public,services
now exceeding 80,000. 1/ In many places, private institutions pravide.andfinallce
services which are elsewhere taken care of by governments. Elementary and secoAdari
educatUm is a case in point, but by no means the only such instance. 2/ -

.(

Because .of the difficulties of measuring local services, the customary approach
is to examine levels of public spending in e5ch area and td Use this as evidence of
the availability of governmental services.. This Is the approachAadopteein this
report, vihich uses statistics. on outlays by. the Federal Governmedt in each.of the
Nation's counties or equivalentereda! It compares the distribution.of Federal
outlays between metropolitan and nonmetropalltan areas for fiScal 1926.

A complete study of /ocal.PybliCsAvices
local service. programs and measurementsof.the
Obtaining tie information necessary flit such a

would include both an inventory of
quantity and quality of each service...
study means fling a number of

. *J. Norman Reid is social science anplyst, apd W. Maufeen Godsey and Fred 1Iiines
are economists with the Ecanomics, Statistics, and°Cooperatives Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture. f

1/ The 80,120 independent lar.at.governmentsAdentified in 1977 were divided as
counties, 3,042; municipalities, 18,856; townships,' 4,822,4 schoOl

disticts, L5,260; and speciAl purpose districts, 26,140. U.S Bureau of the Census,
1977 Census of Governments, Meliminary Report No. 1, Governmental Units'in 1977.
(Washington:. U.S. Gavernment,Printing Office:1977.)

A

2/ Private elementary and Secandaryschool-enrollments varied from a high of 17.8
percent .(New York) to a low of 1.2 percent (Allska) during they 1,971:-72 school year,
with moretlhan.half the States hai,ring private school.enralmencs exceeding 8 perent.
U.S. Department of Health,. 4Ucationi and Welfare,. National Center for Education
Statistics, Statistics of State School Systems, A971-72. (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing- Off
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difficulties. Since there is noscompleie inventory of public pro ams even at, the
Federal level, 3/..it would be necessary to assemble one- -an effort which.would be ,

v
ery costly.

6
I

But even if addquate resources for suc a task were'available, there are a
number of technical barr4rs-as well. Desp to recent ieravements in the methods for
measuring and evalbating public services, ../ alese technliques are still often

)surerelatively

crude. While some services are provided in unit's which are 'easily

acilitles--are notOsa easily define

mea-
sured,

of recreational di. In still 4her
d, such as the numbe of homes with telephones, other .cencypts--such as the

adequa

cases, services are provided in well-defined units, but benefits spillover local
boundaries-a d.go far beyond the area where the service is gtavided; the Interstate
Highway Syst m is one example.

.cs

3

f!
MEASURING THE AVAILABILITY OF,POVERMENT SERVICES

Using-Federal OUtlays'Data go Meadure Service Availability

Federal outlays data are not a completely adequate measure of Government services..
This is true first of all brtause spending levels result from a number of factors -.

inclUding not only the quantity. of services.pravided but also their quality,,lodal
variations in their costs, and-differences in their exabt.hature. As a result,.
spending levels do not accurately reflect the extent to which citizens have access to
public services..

.
;

w
r: ,

Second, data on Federal Government spending excludes progiiitils financed by State
and,local governments and private orgapizations. State and local governments are /
important providers of local public services, accounting for\-68 percent of direct y

/general expenditures. for nondefense domestic functions in 'fiscal 1976. Howver, ilat,,
on spending./by these goVernments are diffictit to obtain. Statistics on local
government spending in county areasiof tWe.1Wited S atesaie gathered emprehen.r

*4,

sivelyenly once'every 5 years by-the Census Bureau 5/. Comparable statistics for
are

,

St*tgavernment expenditures ,in local areas are no , available on a,nationwide basis/.

I/

'In .1 dditiOn, no single data source is available Wiilch p4orts spending on public /
ee vices by private and quasipublic organizations. As a result, the analysis of/
Federal expenditures prchides only a partial picturtef the availability of services
in local aread. , , (7

It is also bembming increasingly clear- that Federal policies toward local areas
are ot fully reflected-in expenditUre totals. Many policies aie implemented by
mean regulatbry decisions -which may not require significant expenditureS of

. /

'

3/ The Catalo4of Federal Domestic Assistance prepared annually by the U.S. Office,
of Management and /Budget is very helpful, but as a ,comprehensive and/authoritative
listing of Federal programs it has a number of shortcomings.

.4/ Many of these advances are reported and discussed in U.S. Senate, Committge 0

Agriculture,' Nutrition,and Forestry, National Conference on NonmetronaitanXammunity..
Services Research. Committee print\. '95th Cong., 1st Sess. (1977).. 1

1 i .

5/ Data from the 1977 Census of Governmen a will be available in 1979. Aynnusl
data an 'spending by gaVernments eligible f general revenue/Sharing funds (counties,
municipalities, and townships, for the most ar are also available.

*V s.

/ {



take reguthtory actions and-Other policies such as "talc expenditures" into'accO

funds. 'flu's, a complete analysis of geographivariat in policy,would nee
rt. 6/

k
. it is not 'altogether clear in-some cases lUst how figures on Feder

expenditures,should be interpreted. Programs vary widely in the extent to which
their benefi5s,are locylized; while'services such as housingor community development
assistance can only be enjoyed in a specific place,. others, like rational defense or
health research, have benefits which arehroadl'y distributed throughout the population.
Even when a program' benefits can be traced to local areas. such ascountiea....there
mar often be significant variations from OlaCe to place`within the county which will
be obscUred by country'wi'de totals.

Advantages of the Outlays Data
. 4.4

This rep:it employs data from the FedersT7Cutlays puhlished by the Community
Services Administration (formerly the Office of Economic Opportunity). 7/ The Federal,
outlays statistics have two primary advantages. First, these annual reports are
relatively comprehensive:. They list most Federal Governmentvexpenditures; including
both direct spending and grants-in-aid, and.certain nonspending programs such as
loans. The data are reported for the entire United States and its territories.
Second, theCtepbrts are highly detailed. Total outlays are reported for each of more
thanc1,300 program categories. The'reports include detail for each cougety or
equivalent area in the United States and also for cities with oven 25,000 population.
The Federal Outlays is the only compFehensive series of county-level data on the
Federal Government's spending.

Lillitationsof the Outlays Data

Despite their value, the Federal outlays data suffer. from several limitations
whiCh Seriously restrict (heir Usefulness. These relate tou (1) inadequacies in the
estimation methods. used to obtain countylevel spending data; (2) the difficulty of
identifying the individual program categories' listed in the "outlays reports; and (3).
problems.of accOOLodating year-to-year changes in the outlays reports and in Federal
rograms themselves when attempting to compare Federal spending over time. 8/

O

-

6/ Recently, attentionas been focused onthe geographio,distribution of '.benefits
dough the nation's tax policies--knOn.as tax expenditures,. .See-U.S. Senate,' .

mmittee on the Budget, Tax Expenditur Compendium of.Background Material on.
Individual Provisions. 94th,Cong.., 2nd Sess..(1976). For a study illustrating the
possible geographic effects of one provision, see Thomas A. Carlin, Impact of Earned
Income Tax Credit: A Simulation.of,Tax Year 1976. AER-336,. (Washinitien: Economic
Research Service, 0.S, Department of Agricu/ture, June 1976.)

7/ The Federal Outlays data are published'in one national sUmma/ry vo umewih
State4.1evel te?tals and separate Statesvolumes containing

iainingdata On Xedera spnding by
program iaci county and large city. The rapdrts are available from he ational
Technical .Information Service (NTIS), 5285 yort.Royal Rd., Springfiel a. 22161:

'

8/ This discussion is drawn from Fred K. Hines and J. Norman Reid,"X 11 Us ng Federal
Outlays Data to Meas2re Program Equity: Opportunities and Limitations;" American,
Aurnal ofibAgricultural Ecogomics,'59 (December 1977), 1013-19. ',The issues -are. \

discussed in greater detailkin 4. Norman ."Understanding Federal Programs: The
Need(for,a Coordinated Data System," State and Local Government Review (forthcoming) .

(

.4) 3



Estimation Methods

Although Federa Outlays reports spending totals in each county and larger city;
over two -.thirds ( percentof fiscal 1976 dollars reported at those geographic

estimates rather than aqual expenditure figures. In manyttases,
es inyolyea:pro rataof,Stale spending totals among the. State's cities-

y areas,.; A number of pro rata techniques are used; these vary considerably, .-

sophistication and probable effect on research conclusions. Of thoge
:programsjorWhichcountY details are estimated, more than'halfwith-about 49 percent
of tota11976bdtlaysinvolve pro,rata methods reliable enough that the data can be
used with :.some confidence. The largest -of these programs provide,benefit payments to

ividuals; estimated county level dhelAys are based on the size of the target
.

:po lation.resqing in each area. While these methods are reasonably accurate when.
making.aggregate7level comparisons uch as between metropolitan and nonmetropolitah
areas, any more demanding use of the .figures should be made with caution.

levelsrepred
theseesti

o EITI:c1 cou

in t

1

On the other hand, a number of program categories involving nearly a quarter of
total fiscal 1976 outlays are ,not reliably prorated to he county level. Of. these
programs, the most important group- -with at least 72 pthgrams,and -$55 billion 9/ --
inyolves both grant .and Contractual spending programs for which the conntYlevel
spending is unknown-and for which no estimates were made. Chief among these are the
defense contracting programs; expenditure's under thpse. are usually reported at the
location' bf the prime contractor and are not traced to the locations-of'subcontractors,

ui

where the contracts are ltimately fulfilled. Also important are formula grants to
Stat,es, which may be reco ded in the State's capital county or 10 its largest city
and not tracked to-their eventual disposition in various parts ofthe State.

In general, the Stacie totals shoWnin the outlays reports are represented as
accurate, and the estimating tbethods should not affect conclusions based on State-
level data. Analyses based-on county -le data, however, must address the data
quality issue if they are to avoid errors. '''-- N- C

..

Identifying ProgranrCategories

The'more than 1,300 program categories contained inAthe Federal outlays reports_
are identified by the name of the agency which administers them and bx. a short
descriptive title. UnfortunatelS,, this information is often an inauf4icient guide to
the nature of each rdgram's activities and does notadequately.AiStinguish between
similarly titled programs.

One of the r cept major 1. provements in the Federal ouklays reports came about,
when many.bf the outlays categories'were identified with the.prOgraMIdentification
numbers appearing in the-Otalbg of Federal Ddonestic.Assistance. The7Catalog .

describes the main characteristics of over1000 Federal aid prograMs, including most
Federal grants-in-aid, and canbevery useful in research dealing with Federal 44,

programs. Where the ouelais program categories arecross-referenCed with lithe catalogr'
the wiirk.of unraveling 1-he maze ofFederal programs-is Eased coni4lerably.

. 4',,,.._. .

However, the catalog'Was designdd to help State And lo
aid programs for which thdy are eligible and is not maintai
classification of Federal tpendingerograms. As a'result, the

governments identify
asZa comprehensive
catalbg,omits many of ,.

.

1(/ These figures are based on the statenients.ahontlorO rata methods given in the
Federi Outlays. In addition, there appe to be some programs wit- county-level

which are inaccurate but which are'not identified as such.in i e oUtlaya reports.
Thus, this probably underStates the percentages/ data which are ins equate.



the programs listed in, the outlays teporte. eking the use-tof, the o6tlays data much
more difficult.

-,iclentification of outlays program categories id further hindered by changes
in the way programs are defined from one issue of the catalog to the next, by changes
in the program identification numbers, and by a lack of full ,coordination between the
catalog and,the outlays reports. As a result, the catalog is not .as useftil as it
could be in conj unction with the Federal outlays data,.,

Using Outlays Data in Time Series. Anafyses

One of the chief potential benefita of annual data series such as the Federal
Outlays is the ability to evaluate shifts in the patterns, of _spending. There are
several dbstacles to using Ihe.Federal outllys data for- this sort of analysis, though
they are by no means insurmountahle. A.maj or 'barrier to analyzing -a ,Specific func-

,tional area is the d ficulty of identifying Sets of equiValent programs at two or
more'points in time natant changes in Federal polic'y as new programs ate created
and old ones consoiidat or eliminat_ maj or fills tration in such analysts,
especially if the study rtcompasses a' perio Of maj or transition in Federal policiea .
The task of traciing.cha es in Federal,,,p9 cies could be considerably-easecV,,by an
improvedCatalo of Fed al DoMestic AsSistance. IV ,.

1012.GANTION OF THE REPORT.

Programs Included,(u

Of the $362.3 bilaion in outlays reported fyir fiscal 1976, some 81.6 }percent
$314.5 billicin) area included in this report. 10/ The remaining: $49.3' billion were
omitted for several reasons.

Fir'st a large riumbe of programs invo g by far the largest outlays were
deleted because the data w e not valid eno gh to support conclusions-about spending .
in metropolitan' and nonmetr politan- areas. Two prokams--interest on the public debt
($21 .2- billion) and civil s ice retireme and, disabiliey benefits ($8.3
account for the bulk of s in this categ ry. County-level data for. these programs.
were ;estimated on a per capita basis, a metho which is insufficient. to support valid
research conclusions. 4However, because of their policy importande, the omission of
jpany smaller programs" is more significant for this report. One m or group o'f these
programs invol4Jes 'formula grants to States for which the total a ount Is reported
only for the capitli or other large city within the State and which the ultimate

' distribution hetween county areas is unknown. These programs e, especielly important,
since many f them prioyide- support for local public serVices n other programs
are omifeed because'their county-level totals\were estimated on a pe ,capita basis or

- by,some'ettier unsuitable technique.
foe

ik'number of other programs were glso omitted because they w not considered to
reflect t vernme wide distribution of do`giestic policy e ores. In).general,

,rogra relating to th don's foreigrk-policy were excluded, as were research 0
gr s and similar pro rips not directly4felated to local services. Several programs

". ._ .
. .. ..

.,- .

10/ .These totals nclude bcith cash.putlays and "indirect_Eeferal.suppore' (called
"inflyence of Federal activities" in preSicius Federal outlays reports), -Tbe tter
inclicas the value .OtNclonated Federal property and the amounts olP.federally ,g ranteed
or Insured loans. While these kinds of -programs'do not invol e Federal 'spending I.R.
local areas, they are' of interest iBecause'. thieyndicate the isktribution of Federal i
program effort and are included for -this reaSonl, , , .., 7

. . ..--...,
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s,,

whicW involve spending in only one or a few ounties were-also eiccluded, as were'mopt
programs with less thah $50,000 in 1976 putlays:If The ogission of these:programa':
should not have muchneffect on conqlusions abdutthe distribution of ,Federal emphasis;
between.areae. .

The epart'includes one Major group Of.prograds-rDepartmenr of Defetseoontracts-
1$4:9 billion)--forwhicif reliable county -level data ;are not .aVailable'.
'contracts are reported to the county where the:prime contractor is loCated, even- '

. :thdUgh_many of these d011ars:are subsequently passed onto subcontractora-headquar-:
teted in-other counties 'or even in other States.!:Existing evidence is mixed asto:
lwheCher the ultimate distribution of-these funds Is more or less geOgraphicallY,
concentrated than the_arime contract awards; As a Psult, the effect of including:

'

'theseprograds id not clear.'' -However, the programs are reported here because of their
importance to the tq,l pattertof Federal spending and the health of local eConomies.

4 Program Area Categories
% .

6 N
This report divides. the outlays programs into 'seven major program area categp7,-.

'tied. :Severaloof these.program areas have been further divided into individual `.
..

functions. While the data are Muth easier to; analyze when presented in such:grouPr.
ingsji any such categorization is necessarily somewhatarbitrary.and may thus;tontri-:'
Bute to misinterpretation. FroM the information available bout each program - =in -,

many cars to:mere than a- cryptic titleit is oven Aiffil It V) determine the 'nature
of alprograpisa activities .While helpful in soMet&asea, t e t alo of Federal
DOmestic Assiatalicedoea.:oot:auffice-to identify the,conte f all outlays programs..'
Even:when:the patureAol a,prograes'activitlea can be iden red, the most appropriate

1 , .

r,-Clas ificationjO.that program is not always evident. This is true especially when
thepr ram embracea two 'or more program areds, such as'health education MT medical
training :In-:addition, 41pme programs were forced into broad categories in'order to
keep*th.enumber of program classifications low. As a result,_the Classification
scheme..employed Will-totneCessarilY agree With-clasaificationsthat have appeared
elaeWhere. The data for alb.- indpidual programs used in compiling this report -are

'shOWn in-- appendix stables 1-7.
o., ..'

., .
to

I I _
Comparison With Previous Rep ts

_.- .

..,.

..e , This report'provides'data'previouSly reported in annual Presidential reports on
GoVertment serviced to' rural *rice. Because these reports are the only-regular '

A

source of information about -the Aistritiutioh of Federal spending. between metropolitan
and tgnmetropolitanAreascomparisons.betweep thedistributiot of funds. in 1976 and
earlier 'years will ineT.titably be attemPted... While theteport,followstheeneral
format pf thoaeVhich preceded it, a fe4-Changes need to be identified. The claasi7
ficaticiecif 3 097'cOUnties or equiValent areas into metropolitan or Oanmetropolitan ',-----:

,categories follows the identical scheme used since the fourth annual report,-yhich
.

.
reported fiscal J972 outl 11/

For the most p rt the system,ofclaslifying Programs according to function,'
also-remains :thekame; tho h some changes. have 1576a7-lostituted... Two new-program
cateeprieslusticeand lawenforcemeo;" and "general functions ;and Government

,

11/ The most recent such report idU.S-President, Seventh .Annual Repot f .the -

'President to the Congress on Government Serlices to Rural America. Hotse . No.
95-51. 95th Consist Sess. .(19715. The tepfold.classifitation kystem explained,
in Fred, K. Hiries David. L. Brown and John M..Zimmer, Social and EcOnomic tharacteris-

.

tics of the Zopulationin Metro and Nonmetra.Counties, 1970, AER -272. Washington:
,Economic Research Service, U:S:Department of AgricUlture, MerCh 1975.



admini tration"-have beep added. With-a few exceptions, these categories are
,compo d of programs not included in previous reporti..'One new function7.-environ-;_

protectionhas been identified within the "community and industrial
development`-Program area; it is composed partly of programs previously, classified An
the "community development" function and partly of programs notpreviously reported.

' The "transportation" function has been expanded from its earlier'focus On highways to
include prograMs emphasizing other modes of transportation,as well. Both the
"agriculture and natural resources" category and the functions into which it is
diVided underwent some definitional changes in order to accommodate the diverse array
of programs encompassed. A limited number of programs were reclassified from one.
function to another where this was deemed appropriate.

1.A

The primary difference between this and former reports is in the scope of
programs included. This report adds about 400 outlays program categories to the 275
contained in the previous Presidential report. 12/ For the most part, the new
program's involve direct Federal Government operations rather than assistance.to State
and local gdvernments. Ainumber of programs reflecting Federal administrative and
procurement-expenses have also been included. .

These alterations in 9ontent and structure reflect-an attempt to keep the report
current with the continuing changes in Federal policy. The additions were e in,...

lrtesponse tb increasing req is for greater reporting detail and the fact t these
data are not available from y other source. on a metropolitan-nonmetropolitan basis.
The additional details make the report a more complete statement on the public
services supported by the Federal Government and respond to the growing interest in
the distribution of Federal dollars and their importance as a stimulus to local,
economied.' As a result.Of these changes and additions, however, this report doed.,(,,,,..

not correspond exactly with previous ones and care should be exercisedin comparing
expe411Pures for each function over time., In all cases, the most valid means for
making such comparisons is to identify individual programs ih the appendix tables
and eXamine changes in the distribution of program funds between years....,

--Th

DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERA.I,,OUTLAYS IN FISCAL 1976

Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Distribution

The fiscal 1976 Federal outlays included in this report totaled $314.5
billion. 13/ Of this total, 76.2 percent was directed to metropolitan areas (table 2).
In 1975, metropolitan areas included a slightly smaller share (72.8 percent)" of
the total U.S. population (table 1). AA a result the level of outlays per capita was
higher in metropolitan areas ($1,555) than in nonmetropolitan areas ($1,271).

ais

Over half the total outlays were for human resource development purposes
(fig. 1). Outlays for this function were slightly higher inside:Standard Metropolitan

12/ The number of new programs included in the appendix tables will be less than
the total number added to the report since some programs listed separately in the
Federal outlays reports have been combined in this report.

13/ As previously explained, not all Federal outlays are included in this analysis.



Table 14-Selected characterietici of counties within metropolitan and tonmetropolitan countpg/oupa

Item

Num6er of cooties

Population, 1915

(thousands) .....

Growth rate, 1970-15

(percent)

Population: 1910

(thousands)

Percent of U.S.

Average per county .

Growth rate, 1960-

1910 (percent) .
Net migration rate,

1960-70 (percent),

Median family in-

come, 1969 (dole.).

Median family in-

come, 1959 (dole.).

Growth rate, 1959-

69 (percent)

Census region:

Northeast

North Central 44.,

South

Vest

Total.
1 Total

lb
L'

Metropolitan counties
Nonmetropolitan counties

Greater

1

Medium 1

Total I Core 1 Fringe
1

Lesser

I I
Less Totally

Urbanized I ,

aural
Total I Adja- '1 Non- 1 Adjlt I Non- 1 Adis- 1 Non -

1 cent I adja- 1 cent 1 adja- cent 1 adja-

J 1' cent 1 1 cent 1 1 cent

3,091 612 175r

213,038.8 154,147.2 86.320.1

4.8 4.2 2.2'

203,212,9 147,996.3 84,464.8

100.0 72.8 41.6

65,616 ,241,824 482,66

Per capita income,

1969:

,Lowest decile

2nd fo 5th decile

6th to 9th decile 44

,Rightst decile

Population, 1970

100,000 and over

50,000 tro 99,999

25,000 to 49,999

10,000 to 24,999

5,000 to 9,999

2,500 to 4,9,9

Lees than 2,500 ,

,11.3 17.0 11A.

1.1 4.7 5.4

9,590 10,406 11,034

c,

5,6 6,211 .6{620

69 61.5 66.7

48 127 ' 258 . 119

59,525.5 26,190.5 48,984.3 48,842.8

0.6 5.9 6.3 8.0

59,168.5 25,296.3 46,018.2 17,453.3

29.1 12.4 22.1 8.6

1,23i,677 199,184 178,598 97,505

11.3 33.5 11.5 15.4

0.5 19.3 4.5 1.9

10,591 11,990 9,838 8,976

6,481 6,998 5,816 5,355

63.4 71.3 69.2 ' 67.6

2,485 191 137 564 121 246 626.

58,891.6 15,006.1 8,125.6 14,198.3 14,355.6 2,526.5 4,678:9

6.1 7.4 6.3 6.7 5.6', 8.6 7.0

55,216.5 13,966.8 1,644.3 13,301.413,598.0 2,325.4 4,374.7

21.2 6.9 3.8 6.5 6.7 1.1 2.2

22,220 73,125 55,798 23,595 18,860 453 6,988

4.4 12.3 7.8 4.0 -0.5 0.4 -4.4

-5.6 1.0 -5.2 -9.7 -7.8 -12.2

7,61 8,701 8,086 7,456 7,094 pi 6,412 6,142

4,278 5,115 4,820 4,053 3,920 3,270 3,245

78.0 69.4 67:8 84.0 81.0 96.1 Q9.3

Percentage distribution of counties within,group

t .

16.3 g.7 33.3 17.3 19.0 '7.1 4.7' 20.4
29.1 )5,4 ) 25.0 49.4 24.4 29.6 , 35.3 29.8
44.1 29.7 18.8 '33.8 . 48.8 51.4 i4.9 36.1
10.5 13.1 22.9 9.4 7.8 11.7 15.1 13.6

. 10.0 1.8

40.0' 15.4

40.0' 48.4

10.0 34.5

/11.1

10.8

18.2

32.1

17.5

6.8

3.4

51.1

19.0

17.0

9.3

2.9

0.5

0.2

,0.0 0.0

6.8 / 0.0

36.6 (1, 22;9

56.6 77.1

63.4 100.0

14.8 0.d

14.3 ',
0.0

6.3 0.0

0.6 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.6 0.0

0.0 ' 1.9

9.4` , 18.2

41..7 48.1

48.8 31.8

3.4

19.6 ,

60.3

16.8

49.6 ' 45.3 47.5

20.5 19.4 22.3

19.7 210 11.1

'8.7 10:1 11.2

0.8 2.7 5.6

0.6' .0.0 1,7

0.8 0.0 0.0

5.8 '5.5 3.0 2.0 1.9

30.1 34.6 36.6 22.0 42.3

41.6 52.8 43.6 63.4 35.6.

21.9 7.1 16.8 12.6 20.1

12.0 1.6 2.2 9.9 9.4 21.5 18.5,

A6.1 24.6 26.3 41.5 49.5 52.4 49.2,

37.9 63.9 q7,42 40.2 38.6 ,22.4 26.8 '

4.0 9.9 4.4. 2.3 2.5 13.7 5.4

, .

1.3 14.6 2.9. 0.0 0.0 0.0 / 0.0

8.84 62.3 ' 53.3 2.6 1.8' 0.0 0.0

16.5 23.0 , 42.3 ,,(35.5 20.5 2.0 0.6

31.1 , 0.0 1.4 55.Q 584 35.4 19.0

1 21.1 t 0.0 ,0.0 6.0 18.1) 44.1 39.9

8.4 04 0.0 0.9 1. 11.4 26.4.

,4.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 14.1

I/ The ten-fold county classification system

Population in Metro and NOMettO Counties, 1910

.1

is explained in Fred R. Sines, David L. Brovn, and John M. Zimmer,
Social and Economic Characteristics of the,,

4 AER -212. Vishington:
Economic Research Service, U.S. epartment of Agriculture, March 1975.,

Population,, 1910 and Current Population Reports,
Series P -26.

. Source: U.S. kreau of the Census, Census of 15



Table 2--Percentage ttribution of Federa

41

y program atea, in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,'

fiscal 1976

\
,Program area

Population, 194Umillions)

Human resource divelopment:

PublicAssigtance, social security,

rehabifftation

Health payments and services

EducatApn

Manpower raining and employment,

opportunities

Total

Housing:

Department of Agriculture

.Department of Housing and Urban

Development' 1
Department of Interior

Veterans Administration

Total i

(

CnTunity and industrial development:

Community development

Industrial development

TransOrtation

. Environmental protection

ti

Total

Agriculture and natural resources:

Agricultural Asistance and cropland

adjustment

Agriculture and fish research and

services

Natural resources, conservation,

recreation, and wildlife

Total

Defense and space:

Defense contracts

Defense payroll

National Aerdnautics and Space,Admin

/

Total.Total

Metropolitan counties

. I
Greater

110: l'

total 'Total' I 'I IMediumnisser

ITotall C4e !Fringe' I

I I 1 I

r

213.0 72.4. 40.5

Mil. dol.

112,520'. 71.7

32,752. ,76.6

114062.4 72.9

8,485.

144,820.

f45 2

40.6

49.8

39.6

44.5

73.5 42.6

2,476.3 29.3 7.2

6,668.4 91.3 51.4

13.8 25.4 10.2

10,436.1 89.2 51.9

19,594.6 82.3 46.0

13,098.0 63.3 32.1

2,324.7 62:b 33.4

9,365.3 14.2 43.6

4,606.6 .80.1 46.9

29,394.6 69.3 38.2

I-

458.5 15.0 2.6

4,100.5 30.9 11.4

,,,,,.

,

4,336.4 2.1 31.5
(..,

8,,895g, 40.4
.

20.7

44,887.5 87.8 59

36,527.7 80.0 31.7

3,561.2 97.6 77.2

1,84,976.4 84.93,48:.1

Nonmetropolitin counties

Urbanized I 111
I Totally

.1 urbanized I rural

TotallAdja-1Non- lAd)a1.1Non- lAdja-INon-.

1ient ladja-Icent ladja-Icent Iadja-

I
m1cent [ (cent I fcent

of U.S,----------- --Percentage

27.9

30.4

41.5

30.8

37.5

12.6

10.2

8.3

8.8

7.0

23.0

22.4

19.,2

23.6

30.3

8.8

8.7

7.6

9.7

10.4

27.6

28.3

23.4

27.1

14.8

7.0

7.0

5.9

6.7

5.6

3.8

3.7

'2.9

4.4

2..4

6.7

6,7

5.6,

5.9

2.3

6.7 1.2

7.2 1.3

6.0 1.0

6.7 , 1.0

3.1 0.3

2.2

2.4

2.0

2.4

1.1

33.0 9.6 22.3ile 8.6 26.5 6.7 3.5 6.1 6.7 1.1 2.2

1.3 5.9 12.8 9.2 70,4 11.4 7.3 17.4 21.9 4.4 8.4

38.6 12.8 31.8' g.0 8.7 2.9 2.6 1.6' 1.7** 0.2 0.3

6.6 3.6. 10.8 4.4 74.6 13.1 11.0 22.3 2.0 18.4

34.3 17.5 27.0 10.3 10.8 4.1 2.7 1.9 1.6 0.3, 0.3

31.6 14.5 26.8 9.4 17.7 4.6 3.0 3.8 4.2 0.8 1.3

26.5 5.7 23.2 7.9 36.7 7.1 3.9 9.5 9.8 2.0 4.4

25.3 8.2 19.4 9.2 38.0 6.4 5.0 8.5 12.3 1.4 4.3'

35.9 0 7.7 21.8) 8.8 25.8 4.9 3.3 5.2 7.9 1.1 3.4

28.9 18.0 23.8' 9.3 19.9 7.7 2.6 3.3 4.3 0.9 1.1

29.8 . 8.4 , 22%6 8 5 30.7 6.5 3.6 7.1 8.6 1.5- 3.5

.1.2 1.4 5.1 7.2 .85.0 4.3 7.2 15.4 32.6 6.2 19.2

1.3 4.1 11.7 7.8 69.1 8.1 7.7 16.3 21.4 4.3 11.2
1

17.3 14.2 12.4 8.1 47.9 6.0 8.7 6.9 15.9 2.0 1.5'

11.8 -03.9 11.7 7.9 59.6 6.9 812 11.7 19.3 3.3 10.3

47.4 11.8 20.7 8.0 12.2 5.3 2.8 1.6. 1.5 0.3 0.6

20.1 11.6 32.2 16.0 20.0' 7.7 7.9 1.9 1.9 0.2 0.5

66.2 11.0 13.4 7.0 2.4 0.6 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 .0.6

36.4 11.7 ' 25.3 11.4 15.1 6.1 4.9 1.7 1.6 0.2 0.6

Continued



. Tabl .2 -- Percentage distribution of Federal outlays by program area, in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 19764-Continued -

, f

Program area

Justice and law enforcement

General functions and Government admin. .

Total

I Metropolitan counties 1 Nonmetropolitan counties

I I,

:treater I 4 r I I

Urbanized (

Less, J Totally
ant.s. . '1 Iurbanfied I rural .

total 4Totall I I IliediumlLesseilTotallAdja'11Non- IAdjl-INon- lAdja -INon -

I 'Total' Cori 'Fringe)
I I [cent ladja-Icent ladja -Icint ladja-.

I 1 I ' d I _I' 1 ' I Icent I Icent I Icent[ '

---------

1,601.1 90.5

15,193.5 94.7

314,476.3 76.2

-- - Percentage of U.S. total- - --- ----77 ----- --- ---
------

. .

e7.4 64.6 2.8 16.2 46.9 9.5 1.9 2.9 1.5 1.7 0..7 0.7

74.0 66.6 1.4 15.5 5.2 5.h 2.0 1r:4 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.5

43.9 53.7 10.2 23.0 9.3 23.8 6.3 4.0 5.0 5.,6 0.9 2.0

Note: Data ohm include levels of new loan commitments, the value of commodities dcinated, and the amounts of guaranteed or insured

loans in addition to cub outlays.. See Appendix tables 1 -7 for information on the types of programs included in each program area

category.
*

Source: Community Services Administratiln.



Per Capita Federal Outlaw, Fiscal 1976 ,

SELECTED PROGRAMS BYiPROGRAM AREA

(Figs' in Dollars1' SLKv

IIIII

General functions and Government administration

Justice and law enforcement
.
Defense and space

Agriculture and natural resources

Community and industrial development

Housing

Human resourc ilevelopment

United
States

Metro .Non-
metro

U.S. TOTAk

Core F nnoe Mediuin Lesser.

Greater metro

METROPOLITAN

Adjacent Non, Adjacent Non.
adjacent adjacent

Urbanized Less urbanized

Adjacent Non.
adjacent

Totally rural
NONMETROPOLITAN.

Figure 1



Statistical Areas (M$A.i) than outside them. 14/ The -greatest difference occurs
for manpower training and employment opportunities programs; per capita outlays in
SMSA's,.were $47, compared with $21 in nonmetropolitan counties (table 3).

'

Defense/gnd space outlays amounted to $85 billion, the second highest total.
.

(These outlays were heavily directedtowardipetropolitan areas, Which received 84.9.
percent'of the total. Defense and spa4 outlays per capita were'$468 inside SMSA's,,
more than twice the level in nonmetropolttan areas':($219).

Community,,and industrial deVelopment programa had outlaye o029.4 billion in
fisca4,1976, of which 69.3 percent went to metropOlitan slightly less than
the,shke of total population residing in those areas Percapita'Compunity.d0d,
industrial development outlays were $153 in nonmeUtopcilitan areaS,,compared wit .$132
iu SMSA's. The difference was mainly due to community development program's, fo
which per capita outlays were $82 in nonmetropolitan areas and $54 in:SMSk's. P r
capita outlays for,both environmental protectiohrand transportation were highei in
metropolitan areas than oUtside.them.,

\

Over 82 percent of 1976 housing outlays, Which-Eqounted to $19.6 billion, were.-
made in metropolitan areas. On a per capita baiis, this amounted to $105 in:SMSA''s-,.
nearldouble the level in nonmetropolitan areas ($59). Substantial differences
expt,among the four departments with housing-programs: Two of these-the)Depattment.
of Housing'and Urban Development and.the Veterans Administration-- directed aptrO,
mately nine-tenths of their housing outlays to SMSA's. The U.S. Depattment
Agriculture, on the other hand; made 71,percent of its housing outlays in
nonmetropolitan areas.

Outlays for agriculture and natural resources functions amounted to 18..9
billion in fisdl 1976,'nearly 60 percent of which went to nonmetropolitan areas.
Per person, outlays for this program area were $90 in nonmetropolitanpottions of
the Nation, as compared with $23 in SMSA's.

<,

It
More than 90 percent of outlays for justice and law enforcement were madein

metropolitan areas. Outlays for this function were relatiVely small, amounting to, .

$1.6 billibn or $8 per capita. In metropolitan areas, outlays prlustine and Law
enforcement were $9 per capita; inanonmetropliten areas'they were,$3 per capita

Outlays for general functions and Government administration 16/ totaled.$5.2
billion, nearly 95 percent of which were in SMSA's. Per capita outlays in metrp
politan areas averaged $32, while in nonmetropolitan counties they were $5.

14/ An SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area) is a county or group of con-_,
tiguous counties which contain at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more,. oi
twin cities with a combined population of at least 50,000. In addition, contiguous
'counties are included in an SMSA if according to certain criteria they are socially
and economically, tegrated-with the central city. urbanized area consists of
acentral city, or .cities, with a population of 50;000 inhabitants Pr more and C

'surrounding closely settled, territory.

15/ As noted, most of the data for defense and space programs are based on 'pTime-'
contract awards, which may not accurately reflect the ultimate distribution of sub-
contracts. A

167 This category includes only those programs which were so general in nature that
they could not be assigned to any other program area and should not be taken to
represent all the Federal Government's administrative costs.

,l21
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Table 3--Fe capita Federal. outlays by program area in metropolitan and nonmetrOpoliten counties,

//7
fiscal 1976 e, -'

p

1
grogram area

1

total

Human I:4044u eloOment:

,Public aisis an4;s8cial security,

rehabilitation

Health mints and services

Education

Manikower training and employment

opportunities p

Total

Housing:

Department of!Agricurture

Department of ousing'and,Urban

Development

Department of Interior

'Veterandlaministration

Total

Community'endj industrial develipment:

Community evelopmenj 9 oe
Industrial developlent

Transportation

Environmentallptection f

Total

Agriculture and natural resources:

''Agricultural assistance and cropland

adjustment

Agriculture and fish research

. services

Natural resources, conservation,

'recreation, and wildlife 7
r

Total

Defense and apace:

Defense contracts`

Defense payroll

National Aeronautics and Space Admin

Total ce

Justice and law enforcement

,Metropolitan counties I .1;tionmetropolitan counties .

1 le I I Less ,1 Totally
Greater

1 1 1

. Urbanized
1 urbanized

I rural ..04/

Totall I
I INediuml1Asser1TotellAdia-INon- lAdja-INonr

1TptalLCore thin8e,1 I
'''

I (cent ladja-lcent ladja.:Icent ladle-

I 1" )1 '1 I 1 41'' [cent Icent't !Cent

528 524'. 529 575 429 515

154' 163 l89 228 101 ", 128:0.

52 52 51 57 16 53

40 47 44 53 22 52"

774 786 813, 914 589 749

1

12

1
2 ' 1 6

31 39 40 43 32 43.

l/ 1/ '1/ 1/ 1/ 1/

49 60 63 60 68, 58

92 10514 105 '104 106 107

61*:! ,54 49. 58 28 62

9 '9 10 7 9

.- 45 47 57 27 42 -°

i22. 24 25 22 31 22

138 132 130 147 92 135

.

2. Ij '21 J lj 11,

19 8 '5 '5 6 10

'

20 I5-: 16 , 13 23 II

42 ,423 21 18 10 21

211 256 307 357 197 189

171 189 134 124 158 240

17 23 32 40. 15 10

399 8 474 520 370 439

' 8 9 '13 17 2 5

ca ita

523

129

49

31

513 t 533

115 130

'60 46

25 14

567 '''560'

137

52

18

no.

.42'

10

139

57

20

'516' 540

1133 '116

57 .. 51

47 21

755 742 733 714. 722 774 741 789

12 19 22 30 '38 43 44

28 1 13 17 8
. A

1/ 1/ 'It 1/ 1/ If 1/ , 1

57 19' 51 34
.1

14 11 12 7

98 59 60 73 52 57 60 56

55 ° 82 62 ,-. 63 ° 88 90 103 '122

II A 10 OA 14 20 13 ,21

'44 .41 : 31 38 35 52 42 ' , 68

23 16 24 15 .11 14 16
4

10

133 '153 126 130 147 175 175 221

2 '7 , 1 .4 5 .10 11 19

17 48 22 39 47 61 79 99'

19 : 35 17 '46 21 48 L34 79

37. f'90 41, 89 73 120 116 196

191 93 158 557 50 47 5t . 62

311 124

13 1

187 ,

1

'354

1 '

49

2

49

J
22

1/

37

4

516 pp 347 5)11. 101 97 80 103

3'' 2 6 2 2 4

See footnotes at end of table. Continued
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le 3 --'der capifi Federal outlaypby program area, in metropolitan and nommetroiolita unties,

fiscal 1976--Cotinued
56

AD
A

.0 Greater
U.S..1 I 1. 1

4 Y1 total (Total' j 1 1NediumlLesser lot

1 1Totall Core Ilringel
1 A

A

1 Urbanized 1 488 L Totally o

1 I urbanized 1 rural

'LJ

General functions and

Total

,..

1 1,416 1,555 1p00 1,778 1,202 1,04 058 1,271 1',316 1532.1,098 1,228 1,177 1,374

1 Lees than $04. a

I ".

Note: ttta shun include levels of qv loan immitments,.thelvoilue of c
Ifloans in addit4n to, cash outlays. Seekappendix tables 1-7 for information

categoy.

(

ommildities 'donated, and the amounts of guaranteed or mauled
on the types of program' included in each program area

Source: Communiiii Service, Administration.
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A Thoughlthe level of per captta.outlays'across all selected programs was higher
in metropolitan than in )9nMetropolitan areas, there were substantial variations within
each area. For metropolitan areas, the highest outlays per capita were made in the _ L
core counties of the largest SMSA's, the lowest to the fringe Counties surroundin -;

* these core bounties. Core counties received'$576 per person more tdenrthe e
/

counties, "largely d94 to the difference imoklevels of outlays- for hummresource LI- ;

4,
development and defense and slkkce,programs. OfJa 1 nonmetropolitan C-Ounties, the
urbanLzed counties not adjacent ,pan SMgA had th highest per capitaamounta of.,.
Federal outlay doliars..\The counties at are 1 urbanized and.adjacent to SMSAs '''.tth

had the least amount ofjederhl,outlays per capita--$378 less than the U.S. average:-
\ , .

1 i

Regional Distribution!
.

--s-J- . . $

---_,
total/outlets were highest in the fiest ($1,8/7) and south ($1,599 ;%, '*>!,

they w e lowest inottie'Nffth Central.States 01,1/2) and in the Northeast ($1,323). p
Fot the-most -part, similar patterns occured for the individual pro am areas as well,

o,.. ,

L.--- though some differences do exist (fig. 2). Dense andspace outlays per capita were
highest .in the We ($678) and 'Sou& ($463) and 16Westin'the N6rth.Central'region
($223). Liktwis , outlays,gor'both housing and ajlticulture and, natural resources' .1

--were higherin_Oese two rkgiOns, though in these instances the per capita level of
outlays was lowest in the Northeast. In three /rogram areas (community and industrial
development; general functions and Government administration, and justice and law

.
enforcement), per capita outlays-in the South exceeded those in the West. r

ere are a few exceptions to the generally highe \levels oT.per
4

capita outlay?

.- .

.

fn the We t and South. ..Outlays fOr human resource development were highest per.person
in the Northeast ($813), followed by.the West ($788) and South $7711?. This result
is due to higher levels of outlays in theNortheasPkfor pu c sistnce, social
security, and rehabilitation ($555), and for health payme s.anti services ($172)
(table 4). Per capita outlays for education were highest th West and South,
however, and-theNortheast followed the West in the, level of outlays for manpowe
training and employment. Per capita outlays fot_environmental prOtectiorrwere
highest in the Northeest ($26) and the West .($23).

i
The regional differences in per capita total outlay's-in metropolitan and non-

metropolitan areas are very close to those for the Nation as a whole. In all
regions, per capita total outlays were higher in SMSA's than in nonmetropolitan '

areas.' Both metropolitan, and nonmetropolitan outlays levels were highest in the
'Wekt ($1,956 and $1,624) and lowest in the North Central region ($1,210 And $1,111).
The difference between the t .reas was greatest in the South, where BMSA's receivedT)1

$471 more per, capita than nonm -Opolitan areas; metropoolltan and nonmetropolitan
areas were most nearly equal' in the Nortir-Central-States, where they differed by

. .

only $119. ' k

. . .

Like%iise, the metropolitan - nonmetropolitan, division of per capita outlays for
individual program, areas is much the same in the regions, as for the Nation as a whole.
In all - regions, per capita outlays for human resource development, defense and space,
justice and lac,/ enforcement, and general funptions.and Governm,nt administration were
higher, inSMSA's. Conversely, .per capita agri4lture and natural resources outlays
were higher in nonmetropoltan areas in all regid , s.

In two program areas, however, the pattern'is mixed. HOuting.outleys per capita
were higher in SMSA's in all regions except the Northeast, due largely to a lower
level of Veterans Administration housing outlays in the metropolitan portions of the
Notthiast. In addition, per capita community and industrial development outlayS''were

_higher in nonmetropolitan areas throughout the Nation except in the South.

co

7
0 c)

.15



Per Capita Federal. Outlays, F iscal 1976
SELECTED PROGRAMS BY,CENSUS REGIONS

lPigyfes in Dollars)

.47

General functions anidevernment administration.
Justice and law, enforcement

Defense and space

Agricufture and natural resources
Community and industrial development
Housing .

Human resource development

United
States

TOTAL

-1-441Metro lion-
, . nietro

NORTHEAST

Total Metro Non-
metro

NORTH CENTRAL

. Total Metro' Non-
metro

SOUTH

Total 'Metro Non-
metro

'WEST .

Figure 2
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Table 4--Per capita Federal outlays by p gram area and.by. U.S. Census regiois,

, fiscal 1 76

UI

program area

,Human zejoirce development:

Puh4c asilstanceoocial security,

rehabili600n

Health payMintsia4 services

Education

Manpower training and employment I'

,,,e;Opportunities.

T9pal

Ho using:

,Department of Agriculture

Departmeat.of Housing and Urban:

Development

tepartmen of the Interior,

Veterans Administration

Total

Community and industrial development

Community dOvelopmeitt

Industrial development. .

:Transportation

Environmental ptbtection

Total
tit

Agriculture and natural resources:

Agricultur 'assistance and

cropland, a ustment

Agriculture aid fish resefrch

and sery es

4 .Natural esources, conservation,

ecr tion, and vildlife

Total

Defense and space:

Defense contracts

Defense payroll

Natural Aeronautics and

Spaceiviministration

Total

Justice and law enforcement,

I
Northeast ,gyp '.. 1 North Central , ,I South I

U.S.. A Netro- 1Nonmetib-1 ''Metro- INonmetro-1 'Metro- INonmetro-1

total PITotallpolitan I Politappotallpolitan I Alitan ITotallpolitan I politan !Tot

1
Icountieslcounties I Icountleslcountieel Icountieslcounties La

. 4 Dollars per capita

a
528 555 t 553

154 172 . ii8

52 '4/ 43

44047

774' 813 820

40

567 500 492 519 539 531

137 ,159 169 " 137 136 143

38s,' t 42'
4

42 Al , 58 ' A61

31 '33 41 . 17 38 '52

12 8
F.

4 29 11

773 ;"734 ' 7153, '7871

553

124

'53

(451

Wept

INonmetro-

atIpoIitan I poltan

Icountteslcounties

..4!,..516

155
'

/ 47

1311

163

68

48

714 '771° 745 788

525

126

78r

43

' 792 773

31' 15 16 6 25 33 ,

2/, 2/, ; 4/ 2/ 2/

'49 18 fg 13 31 46

92 41 , 40 . 47 247, 76

61 50 51 46

11-- 9 8 / 15'

44 46 47 37

22 46 25 ' 33

1

052 47

10 . 7

34 .34

20 24

/13t ° 131 131, 4132 116 112

2

19

20

V

3 13 22 8

5 5 9 9 4

42 9 22 .35 13

211 222 246 74 140 178

171 76 72 .100 80 80

17 4 5 1 3 4

399 302 324 175, '223 262,

1 'T.

8 6 6 5 4 5

9

'' 2/

.19

7.' 8 30 ° 42

2/" 2/ ' 2/

13 60 84
a

47. 104 132 (r, 58

251 '15 30 'q'
,
40

66 j 76' 23

. .-2/ 1

97 112 37,

176 '195 ) 103

62

17

34

11

83

12

50

19

4 $,

24z 98

41 12

59r 34

. 23' 4 LI

124 163 167 157

9' 3 1

54 31 115 58

18' 17 19 15 ,

81 51 35 79

57 184 223 120

82 259 330
?

143

2/ 20 31 1

140 '463' 584 264

'11 17

. 52:.

13

47

38 103

11. 19

37 85

24 20

135 ' 111 '227.

6

.12 6 36

64 37 168

'79 45 210

3553 - 418 104

277 302: ' 183

48 59 6

678 779 293

8 5'

ice footnotes at end of table. Continued



Table '47-Per capita Federal outlays by program arfa and b

f cal 19761-Continua

Program area/

I I

II U.S.. I !Het

[tot'''. 1/ I Totalipol

!co

ti

"

General functiods ana Government

dent tration

Total

11 Petal,i may noto.aild to corals due to round

2/ Less than' $0.50, ", a

& a

I
Source: Services ,dministration. . 9

'v4 21.

IL476. 1 23'

east , North Central , I v South West

Nonmetro-1 #'.fNotro Ilionmetro-1 ", I rro- INonmeo.1 IMetro- INpnme4-
an politan I Total I Politail IwPolitan ITotallPolitan I politan politan

tie counties I. Icointieslcounties Isountlei counties counties connt is
Dollars _per"caz.ita:

0
4

23

ro,

11 15'1, 20 '35 55

VI

24 27 13

06.4 a

I

1:162 11{3,0' 1,111 1,599 1,777 ;1,306 1,887 1,95$ 1;624

0 r

4

I

"

:0

°

.4

00)

/ 4
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Comparison by Program Area

Auman Resource Development z

In fi§cal 1976, outlays for thephuman resource development prograins analyzed in
this $164.8 billion, or $774 per capita. Nearly three-quarters of the
cputlays for this p?Ogram area were'made in.metrOpolitan areas, and per capita outlays,
forlluman ,resource 'development in metropolitan areas ($786) exceeded thoselin donmetro-

.

(pofitnn areas k$742). a

' Theper capita level of human resource development outlays was highest in. the::
core counties of the Nation's largest SMSA's ($914). Per capita-outlays were somewhat
less than the U.S. average 'in medium - and lesser-sized SMSA's, and substantially below
that for the latgest metropolitan areas. Fringe counties in the largest SMSA's, were
far below the:national average in per capita outlays for thislunction.A. In general,

,,per capftkoullays were also below the national average in.:nonmetropolitan areas,-
'though in less urbanized and.totally rural counties not adjacent to SMSA's, the letvel

t.

`het or exceeded that average (fig. 1). -

Over two-thlids of human resource development outlays ,($112,.5-billioh) were for
. ' pUblicsstetance, social security, and rehabilitation programs. The level of per:. :

'cap'ita outlays for this'function in nonmetropolitan areas ($540) was slightly ,pgher
.
",' thaniAW'SM5A's ($524), affnding'which is not particularly surprising in light of the,

N. ,

generally, lower income levels in nonmetropolitan areas. Per capita outlays'for-this
, function were highest in the core'counties of the largest SMSA's and in the totally

'rural counties. .
t.

..

. .

'6 ' **',.. Outlays for healthWYments and services amounted to $32.8 billion, slightly'.
less thin e flitk.o_ a1I human.resource development outlays. On a per capita basis,

s ametropolitan area *raged substantially larger funding levels ($163) thaqs nonmetro-
' ''politan areas ($130). The highest level of outlays was in the largest SMSA'S ($189)

thoughsthe resources were distributed quite differently between the core counties
( -$228) and fringe counties ($101) of these areas: Among nonmetropolitan counties,
the highest leVels of per capita outlays. for 'health programs were in the less urba-
nized or totally rural counties not adjaCent to SMSA's.

. n
, .

Outlays for education in fiscal 1976 1$11.1 billion) were distributed nearly
equally between metropolirarr and nonmetropolitan areas when measured on a per capita
basis.

\
Withiri4these areas, however, some significant differences occur. Among

.'
metropolitan counties: per capita education,outlays were highest in core Countiee'of
large SMSA's and in. the smallest SMSA's ($57); they were lowest in the fringe coun-
ties c4 the larger; metropolitan areas ($36). 'Nonmetropolitan counties not adjacent
to SMSA's had higher levels of per capita; education outlays:than those counties,
contiguous to metroPofitan areas..

.
Outlays for the final function within the human resource developMent program

areemanpower training and emplqpient opportunities -- amounted to $8.5 billion in
1.

fiscal l976, or $40 per capita.. Outlays for manpower programs were more highly con-
. centrated in metropolitan Areas than"anyof the other-human resources functions; over

:85 percenj of manpower outlays were made in SMSA's. On a per capita basis, manpower
'outlays were more thah twice as high in metropolitan counties ($47) as.in nonmetro-
politah counties ($21).., All metropolitan area county groupings had relatively;high
per capita outlays for this fundtion, except for fringe kounties in the largest
SMSA's. Nonmetropolitan Counties as a whole averaged even less than this, however,
and only' in 'the most urbanized nionMetropolitan counties did the per aapAh levels

t
rise_above that ;for the fringe counties.

t *
.

..

,/'



Per Capita Federal Outlays, Fiscal 1976
HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS BY FUNCTION

(Figures in Dollars)

Manpower training and employment opportunities

Health payments and services

Education

Public assistance, social security, rehabilitation

528

United
States

Metro Non-
metro

U.S. TOTAL

Core rings

Greater metro

METROPOLITAN

Medium Lesser

9
20

Adjacent N on-
ad *sot

Urbanized

Adjacent Non- Adjacent Non-
edlacent 'discern

'Less urbanized Totally rural

NONMETROPOLITAN

Figure 3



HoOsinK

Total outlays for housing amounted to $19.6 billion in fiscal 1976, or $92 per,
capita. Oyer°82 percent of total housing outlays were in metropolitan areas; per
capita outlays in SMSA's ($105) were nearly double the level in nonmetropolitan areas
($59). Per capita housing outlays were uniformly high in both core ($104) and fringe
($106) counties of larger SMSA's and in the mediumsized SMSA's ($107).- In the
smallest SMSA's, the level was $98 per capita,still well above the level in nonmetro
politan counties. Except for outlays in the most urbanized nonmetropolitan counties
not adjacent to an SMSA ($73 per capita), housing outlays did nor, ecceed $60 per5,
capita for any of the nonmetropolitan categories (fig. 4).

The bulk of housing- outlays in fiscal 1976 were by the Veterans Administration
(VA), amounting to $49 per capita. Nearly 90 percent of Veterans Administration
housing outlays were made in SMSA's, and per capita outlays in metropolitan areas
($60) were more than three times the nonmetropolitan average ($19). Per capita out-

,lays were highest in the fringe'counties of large SMSA's ($68); the level of outlays
was lower in the smaller SMSA's. The most urbanized nonmetropolitan counties had
higher per capita VA housing outlays than any of the other nonmetropolitan categories,
but'the level in these areas was still well below the levels inside SMSA's. In the
'remaining portions of nonmetropolitan areas, the levels ranged from about oneeighth
to just under a quarter of the metropolitan area average.

The second highest total was reported for the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), which had outlays amounting to $6.7 billion; over 91 percent of
these outlays were in metropolitan areas, and per capita outlays inSMSA's ($39)
were nearly four imes'as high as those in nonmetropolitan areas ($10).. Within the
metropolitan areas, the highest levels were in core counties of large SMSA's and in
mediumsired SMSA's. In nonmetropolitan areas, HUD housing outlays were concentrated
in ,the most urbanized counties, which averaged significantly more per capita than the
rem ning nonmetropolitan categories.

U.S. D partment of Agriculture housing outlays totaled $2.5 billion--$12 per
capita--and were concentrated in nonmetropolitan areas, where 71 percent of 1976
outlays were made. Per capita outlays for U.S. Department of Agriculture housing-
gtograms in nonmetropolitan areas ($30) were six times as high as in SMSA's ($5) and
were highest in the totally rural and less urbanized counties, 'the areas recei ing the
least assistance under other Federal housing prcigrams. Among the SMSA countie , per
capita levels were highest in the smallest SMSA's ($12) and lowest in central counties
of the most populous metropolitan areas ($1). Interior. Department housing tlays
totaled less than $14 million, threefourths of which went, to nonmetropolitan areas.

Community and industrial Development

Federal outlays for community and industrial development functions were Aarly
$30 billion in fiscal 1976. While almost 70 percent of these outlayS were in mtro--.
politan areas, the per capita level was higher in nonmetropolitan areas ($153)than
in SMSA's ($132). Among' nonmetropolitan counties, the highest per capita level was
'in totallyrural counties not adjacent to an SMSA ($221). In general, per capita
levels were'higher in the most rural counties and in those not contiguous with
metropolitan areas.,. Per capita outlays in metropolitan arias were highest in the'
core counties ($147) and lowest in fringe counties,($92) of large SMSA's (fig. 5).

Outlays for the community developOeny function made up nearly 45 percent of all ,:

outlays in this program area. SoMe 36.,71)ercent of community development outlays
were in nonmetropolitan areas--more than the share of the population residing in these
counties; as a result, per capita outlays for this function were,much.higher in

21
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nonmetropolitan areas ($82) than in SMSA's ($54) 17/ Per capita outlays were highest.
in 'the totally rural counties, espeCially those nonadjacent to SMSA's ($122). Within
metropolitan areasi per capita outlays for community development were highest in
medium-sized SMSA's and lowest in the fringe,connties of the largest SM$A's.

, .

Transrtation titrtation outlays com rised just dei a third of'community and industrial-
development outlays, amounting o $44 per capita., Transportation Outlays were

1

slightly higher in metropolitan areas ($45). than'outside them ($41), but these
differences are not nearly so large as those occurring within theseq-espective areas.
Within SMSA's, the largest differences Were. between the core counties of the most
populous areas, with-per capita transportation outlays of $57, and. the fringe counties
Of these areas with outlays of $27.. In nonmetropoiffan areas, the highest per
capi transportation outlays were in totally rural counties not adjacent to -SMSA's
($68). Average outlays for this function were progressively lower in the more
urbani ed nonmetropolitan counties, especially those counties adjacent to SMSA's.

tlays for environmental protection amounted to over $4.6 bil]%ion in fiscsi
1976, or $22 per capita. On the average, per capita' outlaysor this function were
higher in,SMSA's ($24) than in nonmetropolitan'areas ($16). Only the most urbanized..
nonmetropolitan counties located next to SMSA's bad funding at a level equivalent
with SMSA counties. Within metropolitan areas, per capita outlays were highest in
the fringe counties in the largest SMSA's.

industrial development outlays totaled $2.3 billion in fiscal 1976. On a pei
capita basis, outlays for this function were higher in nonmetropolitan counties ($15)
than inside SMSA's ($9). Per capita outlays were highest in the less'urbanized and
totally rural counties not adjacent to SMSA's and were lowest in the fringe portions
of the Nation's most heavily populated metropolitan areas.

,Agriculture and Natural Resources

Outlays for agriculture- and natural, resource-related programs included'in this
report totaled '$8.9 billionin.fiscal 1976. Although this amounted tosoMe $42 per
capita nationally,, the average was $-90 in Lnmetropolitan areas. The outlays for
this program area were especially coptentrAedin the most rural dountieaand those
not adjacent to SMSA's. Overall, metropolitan counties--averaged only $23.per capital_
with the xmallest level. occurring in the centrpl portions of the .largest SMSA's ($18)
and the largest average in the least populous metropolitan areas ($37) (fig. 6).

.

IThe largest amounts were disbursed for natural resources, conservation, recrea-
tion, and wildlifek which totaled $4.3 billion ($20 per capita). ' The per capita level
of outlays for these functions was more than twice as high in nonmetrOpolitan areas °
($35) as in SMSA's In general, outlays were highest in the most rural counties
and those not adjacent to metropolitan areas. Fringe countie of large SMSA's ($23).
and counties in the smallest SMSA's ($19) received the highe per capita levels
among Metropolitan counties.

17/ On a per capita basis, direct Federal assistance in the fo:riof giants-in-aid
is distributed Almost equally between Metropolitan ($33) and nonmetropolitan ($31)
areas. The higher nonmetropolitan outlays level for community development purposes
results from a much higher level of Federal direct loans and guaranteed loans ($42
compared to $5 for SMSA's), programs which imply 4 far greater measure of local
self-help than do grant's, since the loan amounts eventually must be repaid. Over.
two-thirds of all Federal community development aid goingto SMSA's was composed of
grants, while-nearly thr ifths of outlays to areas outside SMSA's involved loans
and loan guarantees.

24



Per Capita Federal Outlays, Fiscal 1976
AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES

(Figures In dollars)

Natural resources, Conservation, recreation, *d wildlife

Agriculture and fish research and services

Agricultural assistance and cropland adjustment

United'
States

Metro. NeTtonr

U.S. TOTAL

Core Fr INN Medium ireSSer

Greater metro

METROPOLITAN

Adjacent Non.
adjacent
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Adjacent Non- Adjacent Non-
adjacent adjacent

Urbanized Less urbanized Totally rural

NONMETROPOLITAN



Outlays for agriculture and fiSti research and services programs--uvhich totaled
$4. illion--were even more heavily directed toward, nonmetropolitan areas, averaging

elargest levels of per capita outlays occurred in the, most rural counties
and se not adjacent to SMSA's. .Outlaysper capita averaged only $8 in metropolitaN
counties, with the level rising to'$17-1n the smallest SMSA's.

Thk agricultural. assistance and cropland adjustment programs reported here,

amoluiteld to less than half a billion dollars in fiscal 1976; or about $2 per capita.
These outlays were mainly concentrated in the most rural counties and in those not
adjacent to SMSA's. ,In:mdiropolitan areas, outlays for this function exceeded half.a )
dolla per capita only in the smallest SMSA's ($2.).

.

0 ,--

o

Defense and Space

Fiscal 1976 ouPlays for defense and space programs amounted to $85 billion,
i''second only to human resource development. On a per capita basis, defense and space

Outlays totaled $309. Nearly 85 percent of this total accrued to metropol4tan areaa,'
And per capita outlays for these functionstvere higher in SMSA's ($468) than in';
nonmetropolitan areas ($219). 18/ Per capita outlays were hdghest in the central
counties of the most heavily populated SMSA's ($520), in smdll SMSA '1s ($516),'and,rn
the most urbanized nonmetropolitan counties not.adjacrent to an'SMSA ($511). The
level of defense and space outlays in the more rural onmetropolitan counties was
substantially lower (fig. 7).

Defense contracts make.up'over half the'outiays.for the defense and. space 4.

program area and are heavily-concentratedin metropolitan counties, which, averaged
$256.per capita, compared to $93 in nonmetropolitan areas. Mithin SMSA's,'defense
contracts were heavily directed toward the core counties of'large metropolitan areas
($357). Remaining portions of theLNation's'SMSA's averaged less than 60 percent of
this amount. .Significant differences aiso.ccur within the nonmetropoliAn portions
of the Nation, where the test urbanized counties averaged, over $150 per capita, while
the remaining areas averaged about a t' ird as much. .5

. .

AN,though defense payroll outlays favored nonmetropolitan counties to 'a greater
i extent than defense contracts, per capita levelswere still higher inside SMSA

boundaries ($189) than outside them ($124). Among SMSA counties, jr b capita'outlays
were highest in small SMSA's and loWest in the core counties of the mospopu ous

1

.

ones. Among,noometropolitan couNpies, defense payroll outlaya.,wer4.hignest i the
more urbanized Counties; at the same time, howeVec, there--wsp/a tendency for.per.
capita outlayadto be higher in counties not adjacent_ro SMSA's.

National AciOnautics and SpacAdministration (NASA) Outlays amounted to'only
$3.6 billion, or, less than 5 percent of the defense and space total. Over 97 percent.
of NASA outlays were in metropolitan areas, which averaged .S23 per capita, compared i
with $1 in nonmetropolitan counties. Per capita NASA outlays were highest in core
counties of large SMSA's ($40) and were much lower in the remaining portions of the
Nation's metropolitan' yeas.

Justice and Law Enforcement

Outlays for the programs related to justice and law enforcement totaled $1.6
billion in fiscal 1976--$8 on a per capita basis. Over 90, percent of outlays for

18/ Totals for many defense'categories represent the distribution of outlays to
prime contractors. These figures may not accurately reflect the ultimate distribution
of funds to subcontractors, however, and should thus be-interpreted with caution.
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Per Capita Federal Outlays, Fiscal 1976
REFENSE AND SPACE PROGRAMS BY FUNCTION

(Figures in Dollars)
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this program area were'made in )SMSA's, and per capita Outlays in metropolitan areas
($9) were three times as high as km..,nonmetrOpolitan areas ($3). The highest per
capita level was in the core counties of SMSA's ($1 ther metropolitan counties
averaged significantly less, with the fringe portion of large SMSA's ;eceiying an
average of only $2 per capita Per capita outlays in nonmetropolitan areas were
generally loW, with the highest level occurring in the urbanized counties not adja
cent to SMSA's.

General Functions and Government Administration
*

Outlays for the remaining Government funcI.onOincluded in this report amounted
to $5.2 billion in fiscal 1976.. 19/ Almost 95 percent of these outlays were in
metropolitan areas. Per capita outlays for these purposes were $32 in sMSes,
compared. with $5 in nonmetropolitan area The per capita level of outlaii, was far
higher in the central counties of large SMSA's ($58) than in any other'cateery,
'though the remaining metropolitan area counties had average outlays-nearly triple
those of nonmetropolitan areas. Per capita'outlays'outside SMSA's were highest in
the most urbanized and.most rural counties.

s\\

Federal Outlays in Growing aneDeclining Areas

During 1970-75, the Nation's populatiOn grew. by 4.8 percent to over 213 million.
Neither this growth nor the rate bf\change, however; was uniform for all areas. Thd
majority of all U.S. counties (76'percent)'were-growing and of%thes, almost twothirds
grew by 5 pergent or more. Of those counties experiencing a decline in population,
only 6 percent declined by.more,than 10 percent. Overall, growth occurred more
rapidly. in nonmetfopolitan areas, where the,rate of change was 67 percent. Among
nonmetropolitan counties, the fastest growth rate was in the most rural counties,
followed by the most urbanized ones.- Counties in the least populous- SMSA's grew
faster than other metropolitan counties, with the least growth occurring in the
largest SMSA'a, eecially their central portions (table 1).

/

Per capita outlays in growing and declining counties. are compared in table 5.
In general, larger shares of per capita:outlays went to declining counties in both
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas (fig. 8):

,Outlays per cagita for human resource development tended to favor declining
areas in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas, though the levels were much
further apart. This was due to the'publit assistance and health functions for which
per capita outlays were much higher in.declining metropolitan counties than in
growing ones. In addition, per, capita outlays for edutation and 'manpower programs_
were higher in growing counties than in,declining portions of nonmetropolitan areas.

In both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas, per capita outlays for housing
prograMs were larger in growing pouniies.than in those experiencing a ,decline. Thiti
relationship. also holds true for the three departments responsible for the largest
housing programs.

Community and industrial development outlays, on the other hand, favored areas
which have undergone recent population decline; The tendency for outlays to go to

19/ While the programs included'in this category are general in nature, often of an
administrati:m or "overhead" character, many other 'administrative programs which.
could be identified with 'a particular function (such as education) have been assigned
to that function. Thus, this category does not include all Federal Government
ad inistrative costs and should not be interpreted as such.

,

28



Table 5--Eer capita.Federal outlays in fiscal 1976 accruing metropolitan and.nOnmetrOpolitan counties by population change,

1 1970 5'

Program area

11 tropolitsn I
Nonmetropolitan

U.S. r I
Growing

I

I? . Growing

Total I/ I Declining I Total Npt odt- 1,' Net,in- 1 Declining 1 TotalI Net out- I Net in
1

-

Human resource development:

Public 'assistance, social security,

rehabilitation

Health payments and services

Education

Manpower training and emploYment

opportunities

Total ;

Housing:

.Department of Agriculture

Department of Housing and Urban

Development

Department of the Interior

Veterans Administration,

Total
k

Community and industrial development:

Comiunity developMent

Induatreal dtvelopment

Transportation

8rivircliental protection

Total

Agriculture and natural resources:

AgriCultural assistance and

cropland adjustient.

Agriculture and fith research

and services

Natural resources, conservation,,

recreation, and wildlife

Total ..

Defense and space

Justice. anenaw. enforcement

I

General functions and Q9v. nment

administration'

Total.

.1

I

ry

528.

154

52

40

774

12

31

2/

49.

92
[

61

11

44.

22

2

19

20

42

399

24

1,476

ration mi 'ration mi ration mi rati

Dollars per capita

.593 481, 499 472 561. 536 504 543

226 124 129 121 138 128 ' 120 130

)64t5 51 . 50 51 48 51 49 *4. i 52

t 41 40 43 X15 23 18 24

931. 696 1 684 761 738 692 748

7 ' 4 8 24 31 21 33

.

.31 44 37 48 9' 10 9 10

2/ 2/ 2/ . '2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/

43 71 47 83 , 12 21 18 21

16, 122 88 139 46 62 48 65

61 49 '52 47 92 80 . 70, 82

, 10'. 9 10. 8'
.

'18 14 .14 1(5

57 38 40 '37 42 41. 36 42 . ..

27 22 23. /2' 9 17' 15 18

154 118 124 116 160 152 134 156

t

2/ 1, 2/ 18' 4 4 6

11 9 11 1 91 39 46

13 16 9 19 25 38 ,.. 21. 41

17 27 . In 30 134 81 73 83

506 444 429 452 261 210 296 191

. ;

17'a S 4 5 1. 3 3

56 17 20 15 1 6

1,758 1,430 1,405 1,443 1,364 1,251 1,249 1,,251 .

J Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

2/ Less than $0.50.

Source: Community Services Administration.
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declining counties is most Pronounced in SMSA's,;though
outlays in declining couhties is slightly higher` .n nonm
in the case of environmental protection oUtlays.is ponme
counties 'receive more per capita. .

e per capita Aevel of.
opolitan areas. Only.

opolitan areas do srowing.

Significant differences exist between metropolitan nd nonmetropolitan areas in
the distribution of outliSis for agricUlture and natural esources. In metropolitan
areas, per capita outlays are higher ingrowing countiv. both in 1Deal and for each
of the functions considered. In contrast, per capita -days in noEmetropolitan
areas were highest in declining portions,except for utlays for natural resources,
conservation, recreation, andrwildlife, which were highp.st in the' counties experienc-

1inglpopulation-growth since 1970.

In both'metripolitan and nonmetropolitan counties, defense and 'space 'outlays

.
were higher in declining counties bY,substahtial margins. However, the two areas

.-alIf ed regarding outlays for the remaining two function&--justice and law enforce-
ment an e al functions and Government administration. .th each case, per capita
outlay& in SMSA's'greatl favored counties with declining population's,. while in
nonmetropolitan areas the reverse was true.

41.
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Appendix table 17-Pmrcentage'distribution

of Federal outlays for human resource
development in metropOlitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976

Subfunction, depaitsent and prograi

CFDA

program

number 'I/

Type of I U.S.

program 2/1 total

1

To

Metropolitan counties
Nonmetropolitan counties ..

I I I I urbanized I rural

I Urbanized I Awls I TotallyGreater I I

al .1' d . IMediumItesser TotallAdja lAdJe -1Boe*'IAdja -1Non-
Total! Core tFringel

'I Icent la e -Icent ladja-Icent 'adjs.-
I _I ( 1 I , 'I Ice I. )Icent J (cent

-----,--------,.-----Percentage.of U.S. total--------- - --- ---- -

WELFARE AND REHABILITAtION;

Department of Agriculture:

Food Stamp Bonus Coupon

Food Stamp Program -Administri=

tiom 2/

Total, Dept..oifAgriciituri

Department of Health, Education,

andWel!gral./-

'tonal /Security ideinistration:

Social security disability

Insurance 4/ 4

Social security retirement

insurance A/

Social security survivors,

insurance .41

Special benefits, disabled coal'

miners 4/;\ A..

Eupplemental Security Income 4j

Salaries andexpenses

Office of the Secretary;

lehibilitation'services and

facilities, basic support

Piligram for aging-training.

Prograg for aging-research and demos

Rumen development

RehabiliAtion services'and faciliz
ties - special projects'

Rehabilitation training ;

Social and Rehabilitation Service;.

Public assistance--mainteliance

assistance 4/

Child welfare services 4/

Public assistance -- social

services 4/

Public assistance- -state andillocal

'training-A/

York Incentive Program, child

,c1;sit
Community services training ,grants

. Child support enforcement (ads. of

Title IV-D)

Asst. to refugees -- Cambodia and

Viet

104 II

a

Si

0.551

NA

13.802

13.803

,13.805

13.806

1.413.807

NA

13.624

13.631

13,636

NA'

13.616

13.629

13.761

13;707

13.754

13.124

13.748'

13.768

13.770

13.769

3 4,871.9 70.9 40.6 33.9 6.7 22.1 8.2 29.1

8 , 44.3 6.4 55.7 40.6 15.1 13.9 6.7 23.6'

4,916.2 7 .9 40.8 34.0 6.8 22.0 8.2 29.1

.1

9,123.5 68. 37.0 27.2 9.7 22.6 8.9 31.5

44,040.8 40.2 30.0 10.2, f.2 8.5 29.\12

17,087.3 70. 39.1 28.0 11.3 22.5 8.7 29.5

4,i 984.3" 43 5 12.6: 5.8 6.8 22.9 .8.0 56.5
4 4,477.9 15 1 38.3 4.6 18.1 8.8 34.9
8 1,701.9 92 6 68.6 45.2 3.4 17.9 6.1 7.4

1 . 729.8 89 7 19;5 .4 0.2 53.8 16.4
2 11.2 58 8 29:1 3.9'. 5.1 11.0 12.8 41.2
2 4.9 98 0 85.2 1 .8 . 11.4, 7.4 5.5 2.0
8. 60.4 100 0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 3.9 10'.0 10.2 10.2 0.0 38.4 51.4 0.0
2' 21.5 '7 .2 1.2 33.8 ,5.5 28.3 10.6 21.8

5,204.2 .81. 53.9 45.8 8.1 20.4 7.1 18.5
50.9 13.6 A114.....33.2 7.1 24.2 9.1 20.4

17,691.3 76.6 46.7 39.0 7.7 20L3 9.5 23.4

44.8 70.5 42.2 32.6 9.6 '18.9.,,9.3 29.5

112.4',79.7 44.2 34.3, 9.9 22.9 12.6 20.3

7,3 80.6 :51.5 45.7 5.8 23.8 13.4 11.4

1' 96.2 86.2 61.7 54.0 7.8 17.7 6.8 13.8

534 87.1 9.9 9k7 0.2 69.3 8.0 , 12.9

6.1 3.7 7.1 7.8 1.6 2.8

4.2 6.0 3.5 8.8 1.1

6.1 3.7 7.1 7.8 1.6 2.8

.71

7.5 4.1 7.7 8.1 1.5.

, 7.5 3.6 7.1 7.3 1.2

. 7.3 3.8 7.2 7.5 1.2

11.7 '5.0 11.8 20.4 2.8

5.8 4.7 8.9 9.6' 2.0

2.8 0.4 1.2 0.0

7.8'

38.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.3

1s4 4

2.3

2.0

0.0

0.3. 0.7,

0.2 .0.h

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

2.6

2.5

2.4

4.8 i

3.8

0.0

o.o 0.40

0.0 0.0

0:0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 , 0.0 0.0 0.0

7.3 2.5 1.6 0.0 0.0

a

4.8 2.8 3.7 4.5 81.2 1.5

5.4" 44, 5.5 7.0 1.9) 2.3

5.2 3.1 5.5 '6.3 1.2 . 2.2

.5 4.2 6.2 8.7 1.6 3.2

3.0 4.0 5.1 1.0 1.8.
. 5.9 1.1 1.5 0.0' 0.5'

4.3 12.2 24 3.1 '0.7, 0.9

11.5 1).5\ 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0

See f notes stend of table.
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Appendix table 1-Percentage dia4tribution ofiederal outlays for human reaou'rce development metropolitinand noietropolitan counties,

fiscal 1916 - Continued .

Subfunction, department, and program

'

CFDA '1 Type of

program 'program V

number1/1

Alb

Department of Health, Education,and

Welfare -- Continued: /

Social and Rehabilitation Service --

, Coitinued:

Aset. to refugees --Cuba

Saiariei,and expenses

.other agencies:

Handicapped early childhood asst

Aut. to refugees in the United

'States

Asst. to refugee' -- Cambodian and

Vietnam

Special aset. to refugees -- Cambodia

and Vietnam

Total, Dept. of Health, Educe -

rion, and Welfare

Department of the Interior;

Indian;ipcial servicesiceunseling

Indian Apices --general;

east,.

Indian social serviceszthild

velfare 1

'

Total, Dept. of, the interior

Department of Labor:

Food stamp asst as4

Federal employees compensation

Total, Dept.. Of Labor

d . I '

Civil Service Commission: .

Civil service retirement and die -

ability fund 6/

Community Services Administration:

Older persons opportueities and

services

Summer youth recreation

Total, tOmmunity Services

Administration

13.161'

OAL
. ,

13.4447 ,

NA

NA

NA ,

1

8

Metropolitan counties I Nona etro °Man' ntiea

I Greater I I, I UrbaXized I
Less ; I Totally,

U.S. I J
I I I I

.1 urbanized I rural

total 'Tow! I . I DiediumlLesserlTotallAdja-INon7,1Adja-INon-JAdja-INon-

'Total' Core 'Fringe' I ,
!leant lad*Icent ladjalcent ladja-

j I. I I I ' I I Icent I
(cent I 1cent

----------- --Percentage of U4. total-

! 61.3 99.2 3.6.

35.4 99.9 99.6

12.0 13.9 33.8

3.9 100.0 97.3

.1.0 /00.0 100.0

.1.1 100.0 100.0

0

86,129.9 71.4 :40.7

15.132

15.113 .

15.103

=me

,

7.0 21.1 3.2

53.7r 12.6 0.8

9.7 19.6 1.5

70.0. 14.4 1.1

10.551

e NA

24.9 83.7 12.0

490.1 79.4 42.4

514.9 79.6 40.9

NA 4 8,171.8 74.4 43.4

49.010 2

49.015 ' 2

1.4 55.5 29.1

4.0 96.4 36.0

11.4 69.8 31.5

'3.6 0.1 '41.3 54.3 . 0.0 'tO.D" 0.1

96.9 2.1 '0.2' 0.2 0.1 0.0 '0:0 0;0

28.3 5.5 21.5 18.6 . 8.8 : 7.2 ',4.2

97.2 0.1, 2.7 0 C 0.0 .'):o

100.0 J.0 0.0 o.o 00 0.0 0.0

100.0 00' 0,0 00 0.0 0.0, 0.0

30.7 10.0, 22.2 8.6 2 6 7.1 3.7 6.9.

1.8 1.4' 11.3 6.7 :78.9 9.2 9.8 11.7

1.7 0.0 9.4 ..2.5 . 87.4 4.6 3.0 6.2

1.5 0.0 154 3.1 80.4 5.1 5.4 5.1

1.0 0.1 10.3 1:6785.6 5.1 4.0 156.6

8.8, 3.2 54.9 16./ .16.3 11.5 1.4' 0.4

31.7 10.7 27.5' 9.5 20/64 5.8 3.3 4.2

30.6 10.3 28.8 9.9 20.4 6s1 3.2 4.0

30.4 13.0 22.5 8.5 25..6 6.4 3.6 5.8

25.7 3.4 16.6 . 9.8 .44.5 7.3 9.3 10.5

33.2 2.9 47.7 12.7 r 3.6 1.1' 0.6 '0.2

28.3 3.2 21.5 10.8 30.2 5.1 .6.2 6.9

1.0

0.0

3.5
r

1.0

0.0;

0.0

0.0

0:0

0.1

2.4'

0.0
5

, 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

7.3 1.3 2.4

21.3 2.1 24.8 .

17.0 1.2 55.3

.23.2 1.3 40.3 1*

18.3, 1.3 50.2

3.0 0.0 0.0

4.9 0.8 1.6

4.8 0.8 1.5

6.4 1.3 2.2,

12.9. 2.0 2.6

1.1 0.1 0.5

8.8 1.3 1.9

'See 'footnotes at end of, table,

P.(
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Appendix table 1-Percentage
distribution of Fedeial outlays for human

resource development in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976--Continued ?,

Subfunction, department, and program

CFDA

program

number lj

Type of

program 2/

U.S.

total

Metropolitan counties

I Greater I I

I I

Total! I I IMedium1Lesser

1Totall Core Fringe I

1 '1'1 11
Railroad Retirement Board:

Railroad retirement account 7/

Railroad unemploymerbt insurance

account

Total, Railroad Retirement

Board

U.S. Soldiers' and Airmen's R

Operation and maintenance

Veterans Administration:

Dependents indemnity compensation 4/

Veterans 'death pinsidn 4/

Veterans disability compensation 4/

Veterans disability .pension 4/

Veterans burial swards and other

vise benefits 4/

Autos and special equipment,

disabled vets.4/

Specially adapted housing, disabled

vets 4/

Compensation to dependents, vets a/c,

death 4/

Veterans' insurance and indemnity 4/

Tofal, Veterans Administration

Total, Welfare and Rehabili-

tation

Nonmetronolitan counties

! Urbanized I Less I Totally

I urbanized j rural

TotallAdja -INon- 1Adja-INon- 1Adja-INon-

1cent ladjal-Icent ,Iadja -Icent Iadja-

1 [cent 1 Jcent 1 IcentMil.
-------- ----------------- --Percentage of U.S. total------------------------dol.

57.001 4 3,03.9 69.0 34.5 26.6

57.001 4 226.6 68.9 36.9 28.4

3,100.5 69.0 34.6 26.7

HEALTH PAYMENTS AND SERVItES:

Department of Agriculture:

Nutritional training and surveys

Section 6 purchases

Total, Dept. of Agriculture ...

Department of Commerce;
'

Appalachian houeiag technical. asst

NA
11.9 100.0 100.0 100.0

64.110 4 819.7 73.1 11311.7
64.105 4 1,193.3' 72.6 39.1 26.5
64.109 4 4,135.1 74.4 40.5 28.1
64.104 4 '1,609.4 70.1 36.1 24.8

NA 4 162.7 75.9 44,1 30.5

64.100 4 18.8 15.2 40'15 29.5

64.106 ' 4 14.5 74.6 39.9 21.7

64.102 4 82.7 73.7 39.6 27.7

64.103 6 857.9 7618, 45.3 31.8

8,894.1 73.5 40.0 21.6

-- 112,520.8 71.7 40.6 30.4

NA 2 0.2 30.4 4.6 4.6

10.555 7 83.0 67.9 44.4 39.1

83.2 67.8 44.3 39.Q

23.006' 2 1.8 96.6 14.2 6.2

7.9 03.4 11.1 31.0 7.9 4.6 6.7 8.9 1.1 1.9

8.4 21.4 10.7 31.1 8.0 4.5 6.9 8.1 1.0 1.9

7.9 23.3 11.d 31.0 7.9 4.6 6.7' 8.9 1.1 1.9

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

11.9 24.1 9.3 26.3 6.4 3.9 6.3 6.5 1.2 2.0
148 24.3 9.0 21.4 6.8 '4.0 6.6° 6.8 1.2 2.1
12.4 24.7 9.1 25.6 6.6 3.8 6.0 6.3 1.0 1.9
11.3 24.4 9.6 29.9 6.8 4.6 7.0 7.8 1.3 2.4

0
.17)13.6 23.3 8.5 24.1 6.5 3.4 5.7 5.8 0.9 10

11.0 25.1 9.0 24.8 6.5 3.1 5.8 5.9 1.0 1.8

12.1 25.3 9.4 25.4 6.5 4.0 5.8 6.2 1.0 1.9

0
11.9 24.1 9,3 26.3 6.4 3.9 6.3 6.5 1.2, 2.0
13.5 23.2 8.3 23.2 6.3 3.3 5,53 5.6 0.9 1.7

12.3 24.4 9.1 26.5 6.6 3.9 16.2 6.6 1.1 2.0

10.2 22.4 8.7 28.3 7.0 3.7. 6.1 7.2 1.3 2.4

0.0 25.8 0.0 69.6 37.7 15.0 0.0 16!9 0.0 0.0
5.3 10.0 13.5 32.1 3.1 1.0 19.9 0.7 0.4 1.0

5.3 10.0 13.5 32.2 3.2 7.0 19.9 0.7 0.4 1.0

8.0 82.5 0.0 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetroOlitan coun iei,

fiscal 1976--Continued

) '

Subfunction, department, and pr ram

1

CFDA I Type of

program 'program 2/

number 1/1

U.S.

total

Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare:

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental

Health Aden:

Mental health -- hospital improvement

Mental health tog grants

Mental healt ldren's services

Mental health --comm. mental health

tenter, h. ..

Narcotic addiction rehabilitation

act contracts

Drug ablise comm. sere. programs

Drug abuse demon. programs .4.

Alcohol community service programs ..

Alcohol- training programs

Drug abuse education programs

Drug abuse training programs

Mental health rise. manpower fellow-

ship program

Oper. of comiunity mental health

centers

Salaries and expenses, ADMHA ..

Center for Disease Control:

Preventive health services

Investigation, surveillance and tech

aist

Childhood lead-based paint poison

control

Disease control -- project grants

Health Resources Administration:

Health services research and dew.

grants

Comp heillft planning --areavide

grants

Health manpower ed. initiatives

awards

Health services ;es and dev.--

fellowships and tralning

Health facilities c6struclion

grants

Schools of public health -- grants

Allied health pr. eis --special

project grants

Family medici e - -training grants

Graduate p lc health training

See foo tea at end of table.

Mil.

dol.

Metropolitan counties I Nonmetropolitan counti 0

Greater I I I I Urbanized I
Leas I Totally

I I I I I
I urbanized I rural

Total' I I IllediumiLmerlTotallAdja-INon- lAdja-lHon-

'Total' Core 'Fringe'
I I Icent ladja-'cent ladja-Icentkladia-

11_111J11centI1centlIcent
Percentage of U.S. total

13.237 2 4.6 61.6 29.4 18.0 11.4 25.7 6.5 38.4 6.1 10.9 9.6 11.1 0.0 0.0

13.244

13.259

2 63.0

22.7

91.5 51.7 52.8

76.4 32.2 28.7

5.0

3.6

23.6

33.9

10.1 8.5

10.3 23.6

3.8

6.7-

3.3

8.0

010

74

0.5

5.8

0.0 0.4

0.0 1.6

13.240 . 2 128.9 72.8 35.2 28.8 6.4 24.6 13.0 27.2 8.1 8.3 3.0 7.0 0.3 0.4

13.239 4 0.7 100.0 100.0 28.4 71.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.235 i 2 121.9 96.4 38.8 33.6 5.2 50.7 6.8 3.6 2.1 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0

13.254 2 9.6 97.3 73.3 67.9 5.4 21.3 2.7 2.7 0.1 1.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.251 2 58.0 74.7i 43.5 34.9 8.6 20.6 10.6 25.3 3.8 6.8 '3.1 7.5 0.5 3.7

13.274 2 7.3 85.1 4 48.6 46.6 2.0 23.2 13.2 14.9 a 5.0 IA 0.0 7.2 0.0 1.1

13.275 2 3.5 82.6 69.5 46.3 23.3 9.3 3.8 17.4 8.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7

13.280 2 5.6 96.9 74.8 71.1 3.7 22.1 0.0 3.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.282 2 15.3 95.1 66.8 62.8 4.0 15.3 13.0 4.9 4.2 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.%

13.295 2 7.4 90.9 70.8 67.5 3.2 18.8. 1.3 9.1 0.0 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0. 0.0

NA 8 15.2 100.0 100.0 23.4 76.6 0.0 CA 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA 8 1.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 A.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.283 3' 89.4 93.6 81.0 23.8 63.1 5.0. 1\6 6.4 2.1 4.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.266, 2 3.5 99.1 68.1 65vi' 3.1 30.3 0.6 0.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 olo

13.268 2

re.

46.9 88.7 35.8 31.6 4.2 41.8 11.1 19.3 8.8 1.1 0.5 0.9 0.0 10:

k13.226 2 24.4 95.9 54.0 50.0 4.0 11.9 29.9 ' 4.1 0.5 2.3 0.1' 0.6 0.5,17,04

13.206 1. 12.2 85.4 41.1 37.9 3.2, 34.6 9.7 1A.6 3.5 5.2 1.9 2.6 0.1 1.2

13.380 2 16.2 92.4 66.4 54.4 12.1 21.4 4.6 7.6 2.5 1.2 1.6 1:4 0.3 0.6

13.225, 2 ; 0.4 97,.0 60.8 60.8 0.0 6.3 30.0 X3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.220 1 171.4, 67.6 35.5 /33.2 2.3 24.8 7.3 32.4 8.2 2.0 5.6 9. 5.4

13.370 1 5.7 100.0 63.7 63.7 0.0 14.1 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.305 2 24.7 89.2 48.0 40.7 8.0 30.6 10.0 10.8 5.1 2.8 1.5 1.4 0.0 0.0

13.379 2 14.8 93.9 37.5 32.8 4.7 37.9 18.5 6.1 1.9 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.338 2 4.9 9(.4 58.9 58.9 0.0 20.0 15.4 5.6 2.3 1.2 1.3 0.8 p.o 0.0

Continued



Appendix
ion of Federal outlays for ham resource development in metropolita/and nonmettopolitan'counties,..,

1

. fiscal 1976--Continued

Metropolitan counties ' 1 , Nonmetropolitan counties

Subfunction", department, and prOgram

.1

Cita 1 Type of

program !program 2/

number 1/1

1

U.S.

total

, I

1

Greater

.1'1

I '1

1,111Cent

Lesi 1 Totally"Urbanized
lurbanized1rural11

Total,
1 1 IMediumILesser1TotallAdja-INon-

!Total! Core IFringel

i I I

lAdja-INon- lAdjaHNon-

!cent ladja -Icent ladja -Icent ladja-

j" 1cent I icent

Department of Health, Education, and
dol.

--percentage

4

of U.S.

Sietfare-Continued:

Health Resources Admin. --Continued:

Health professions -- financial

distress grants 13.381 4.8 97.3 39.7 27.8 11.9 57.6 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 0:0Health professions scholarships 13.341 2 3.4 91.5, 58.5 57.9 0.6 23.8 9.2 8.5 2.6 3.1 1.0 1.6 0.3 0.0,Health professions special projects . 13.383 .34.0 91.3 54.9 51.6 3.3, 26.0 10.5 8.7 3.4 3.2 '0.1, 1.5 0.1 0.3Health professions start-up &set 13.384 45.7 81.3 39.8 32.1 7.8 30.8 16.7 18.7 7.8 4.6 2.4 2.9 0.1 1.0Health professions student loans 13.342 23.9 90.4 60.7 59.8 0.9 N1:4 8.3 9.6 3.9 3.3 0.8 1.6 0.0 0.1Health services deve. --project

grants '.0 13.224 191.8 81.7 49.8 46.5 3.3 25.4 6.5 18.3 1.4 2.9 4.8 4.2 2.5 2.6 :Nurse training improvement--special

.project 13.359 2 13.2 89.3 43.6 41.0 2.6 32.4 13.2 10.7 4.0 2.6 0.0 2.4 0 1.7Nursing student loans 13.364 2 20;8 81.2 41:5 34.1 7.4 2848 10.8 18.8 7.4 5.6 ' 2.4 3.2 0.0 0.2Training in expanded auxiliary mgmt . 13.319
2, 4.8 90.0 50.8 42.1 8.7 30.4 8.8 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Salaries and expenses, HRA NA 8 228.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 -00 ,O.G 0.0 .0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Health statistics training and tech

last 13.227 8 1.2 10b.0 95.4 50.7 44.7 4.6 0.0 . Q.0 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Health' Services Administration:

l

Crippled children's services 13.211 1 71.51 87.0 27.4 24.2 3.2 46.4 13.3 13.0 9.7 1.5 0.5 1.3 0.0 0.0Family planning projects' 13.217 1 , 96.4 89.0 39.7 33.2 6.5 40.0 9.3 11.0 6.2 2.0 0.8 1.5 0.0 0.5Health maintenance organization sere 13.256 2 13.7 93.6 48.2 40.0 8.2 35.3 104 6.4 1.6 1.2 1.8 0.9 0.0 0.9Salaries and expenses, NSA NA 8 69.4 95.2 92.6 92.5 0.1 1.1 1.4 4.8 1.0 1.2 0.4 1.3 0.4 0.6Indian health facilities NA 8 30.0 12.7 2.4 2.4 0.0 5.6 4.7 87.3 14.4 1.5 15.2 9.8 0.5 45.8Indian health services 13.228 3 4.8 100.0 82.6 6.5 76.2 17.4 0i0 '0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Indian health NA 8 54.2 52.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 51.0 47.8 1.0 3.6 2,2 13.5 0.4 27.0Migrant health grants 13.246 2 20,2 68.1 8.9 8.1 0.8 33.5 25.6 31.9 15.4 6.6 4.6 4.2 1.1 0.0Family planning services--training

grants ;. 13.260 , 2 3.9 97.8 94.6, 55.3 39.3 3.3 0.0' 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0National Institutes of Health:

Invironseptal Health Science Centers 13.872 2 5.3 86.1 74.8 74.8 0.0 11.3 0.0 13.9 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Medical library assistance 13.879 2
.6.4

97.9 75.1 74.0 1.1 15.8 7.0 2.1 1.9 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0Minority access to research careers . 13.880 2 0.2 59.8 52.6 17.6 35.0 5.3 1.8! 40.2 0.5 0.0 39.3 0.5 0.0 0.0Minority biomedical support 13.375 2 8.3 78.0 33.3 22.2 11.1 31.6 13.1 22.0 8.9 0.0 8.0 ' 4.1 0.0 1.0Social and Rehabilitation Service:

Medicatassistance (Medicaid) 4/ 13.714 1 7,5464 73.5 47.9 40.7 7.2 18.5 7.1 f6.5 5. 3.4 6.4 7.3 1.4 2.5Social Security Administration:
Id

Medicare-htspital insurance 4/ 13.800 12,013.7 71.6' 43.1 33.8 9.2 20.7 7.9 2 4 6.8 3.2 7.3 7.3 1.3 '2.5Incentive reimbursement experiment

hospital insurance 13.811 7 0.9 100.0 68.2 37.2 31.0 31.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0Incentive reimbursement experiment
fi

supplementary medical insurance .,., 13.812 7 2.3 99.8, 93.4 82.2 11.2 6i3 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Medicare, supplementary medical

insurance 41 13.801 6 4,598.3 72.4 43.6 34.6 9.0 20.9 8.0 '27.6 6.8 3.2 7.0 7.0 1.2 2.4

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976-Continued ,

Subfunction, department, and program'

Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare ntinued:

Other, ag cies:

Dev. di bilities--demo, fac, and

trainin

/Dev. disc ilities--special projects

/ School hea th nutrition service- -

children ow income

Assistant secretary for health

Salaries and expenses, FDA

1

Total, Dept. of Health, EduCa-

tion, and Welfare

Department of HousingLand Urban Devel-

opment:

Mortgage insurance for nursing homes

Mortgage insutance for hospitals

0 Total; Dept. of Housing and

Urban Development

'Department of the Interior:

Coal mine health and safety grants ..

Mine health and safety education and

.training

Mine health and safety counseling

and tech. east

Salaries and exlenses, Mining En -

forcement and Safety Administration

Total, Dept. of the Interior ..

Civil Service Commission:

Employels health benefit' fund

Community Services Administration:

Community food, and nutrition

-Veterans Administration:

Veterans dodiciliary program

Veterans hospitalization

Construction of hospitals and

facilities

CFDA

program

number 1/

1-t

1_

Type of

program 2/

U.S.

total

Metropolitan counties I
Nonmetropolitan counties

I I I. I ...1 Le.s$ , iTotally

I

Greater
I I J 4

Urbanized , i

) urbanized I rural

Total'
I I

IMediumlLessulTotallAdja-INon- lAdja-Ition- 1Adla-INon-.

ITotall'Core 'Fringe' I I ,. ,'cent ladja-Icent ladja -Icent ladja-

1 .1 ) Li I I Icenti : Icent) (cent

---....-....'-------------,-----Percentage,of U.S. total---7-------7-7--------------1Fro

112 2 4.1 80.1 54.4 47.0 7.4 14.3 11.4 19.9 18.5 0.1 0.0 0.7 0:0 0.0

13 1 2 11.8 19.3 35.9 28.8 1.2 26.3 17.1 20.7 5.0 4/3 3.2 6.5 1.4 0.4

13.523 1 0.9 37.9 37.9 37.9 0.0 04 62.1 0.0 . 0.0),32.4 29.6 0.0 0.0

NA 8 '2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA 8 173.8 100.0 92.7 90.0 2.1 0.0 7.3 0.0 .0.0 0.0 04 0.0 0.0 0.0

- 26,193.2 73.4 45.6 37.1 8.5 20.1 7.7 26.6 6.2 3.2 6.5 6.9 1.2 2.5

14.129 10 102.1 81.6 41.1 '6.0 15.2 36.2 4.2 18.4 5.0 1.3 2.2 10.0 0.0 0.0

14.128 10. 168.8 92.9 69.2 60.6 8.6 4.9 18.8 7.1 5.9' 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0

270.8 88.6 58.6 47.5 11.1 16.7 13.3 11.4 5.6 .5 0.8 3.8 0.8 0.0

15.350 2 1.0 89.7 0.0' 0.0 0.0 68.5 21.2 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0

15.352 , 4,7,8 4.9 64.3 46.7 23.8 22.9 10.6 7.0 35:7 6.6 7.1 19.7 2.3 0.0, o.o

15.351 4,7,8 4.6 88.9 88..6 23.6 65.0 0.3 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0,

NA 4,8 53.5 50.1 32.4 13.0 19.4 15.0 2.8, 49.9 6.6 6.2 10.9 24.2 1.3 0.7

63.9. 54.6 37.0 14.4 22.6 140 3 45.4 6.0 5.7 11.4 20.6 1.1 0.6

NA ' 6 2,081.2 100.0 99.1 87.7 11.3 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

49.005 2 0.4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.6 0.0 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 '0.0

64.008 58.4 44.8 19.6 19.1 0.4 16.1 9.1 55.2 15.3 20.6 4.6 14.7 0.0 , 0.0

NA 3,767.2 85.7 50.7 45.1 5.6 24.2 10.7 14.3 7.0 1.7 2.5 3.1 0.0 0.0

NA. 185.6 92.1' .74:4 73.2 1.1 11'.0 7.3 1.3 3.7 1.1. 0.4 2.2 0.0 0.0

See footnotes at end of table. Continued



Appendix table 1--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for human resource
development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

1

Subfunction, depart4nt, and program

Veterans Administration-- Continued:

Grants for construction-State

extended -care facilities .

Med. admin. and misc. operating

expenses

Total, Veterans Administration

Total, Health Payments

andde vices

EDUCATION:

plortment of Health, Education, and

Welfare:

Office of Education:

School assistance in federally

affected areas

Indian education-grants to 1601

educition agencies

Emergency school aid--bilingual

project

Emergency school aid-grants to

local educational agencies

Emergency School Aid Act-pilot

program

ChildhoOd development-Head Start

Drug Abuse education

Educ. person V.-urban/rural'

school pogra

Educationally dePriv hildren--

grants to local educational

agencies

Basic educational opportunities

grant

Emergency school aid-special

program and project

Emergency School Aid Act",-special

program

Follow through,

Indian education special program

Right to read' - elimination of

illiteraty

*Special programs for children with

specific Jearning disabilities

fiscal 076-Continued'

CFDA

program

number 1/

Type of

program 2/

U.S.

total

Mil.

dol.

Metropolitan counties

G I Ireate r

Toiall I I IMediuolLesser

!Total' Core Iringel I

I I I I l

......-.'..Perdentage of U.S.

Nonmetropolitan counties

Urbanized
I Less, I Totally

1 I urbanized;( rural

[AdisrlNon-

Icent ladja-Icent ladja-!cent Iadja-

1 (cent I (cent I (cent

NA 2 11.6 30.9 2.5 2.5 0.0 10.8 17.6 69.1 26.9 21.8 15.2 5.2 0.0 0.0

NA 8 36.7 93.2 81.8 80.8 1.0 8.0 3.4 6.8 2:0 0.6 3.3 0.9 0.0 0.0

4,059.5 85.3 51.5 46.2 5.3 23.3 10.5 14.7 7.0 7.0 2.5 3.2 0.0 0.0

32,752.3, 16.6 49.8 41.5 8.3 19.2\ 7.6 23.4 5.9 2.9 5.6 6.0 1.0 2.0

13.478 1 486.4 70.8 26.3 13.4 12.9 26.5 18.0 29.2 7.6 7.2 4;2 5.5 0.8 3.9

13.534 1 31.8 42.6 18.1 14.0 4.1 16.6 7.9 57.4 9.6 8.1 10.6 14.1 2.2 12.9

0\
13.528 5.1 95.9 85.1' 85.1 0.0 10.9 0.0' 4.1 0.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.525 2 144.4 80.2 40.3 34.4 6.9 0.6 8.3 19.8 2.6 4.1 4.6 5.6 0.5 2.4

11.526 2 36.4 76.8 40.3 38.1 2. 30.9 5.6 23.2 1.0 2.0 8.5 '6.4 2.8 2.513.600 2 391.5 63.6 30.8 26.0 4. 22.3 30.5 36.4 1.8 6.9 1.9 9.9 0.8 3.3
13.420 2 1.4 100.0 19.5 56.3 23.2 5.4 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.505 2 14.0 72.1 28.1 28.7 0.0 39.9, 3.5 21.9 2.2 0.0 0.0 14.4 9.2

13.428 1,570.6 65.8 38.3 31.1 6.6 19.4 8.1 34.2 6.5 4.1 8.5 9.4 1.9 ' 3.8

13.539,2" 924.1 14.3 38.4 32.9 5.5 24.6 11.4 25.7 8.7 5.4 4.4 6.2 0.3 0.6

13.529 2 19.1) 89.4, 51.6 46.6 5.1 29.2 8.5 10.6 2.0 2.4 2.4 3.1 0.4 0.3
\ 1

11.532 2 4.9 99.0 54.1 53.1 1.5 41.9 2.4 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13.433 2 52.9 15.0 41.1' 35.0 6.0 22.1 11.8 25.0 5,2 4.2 5.7 4.6 1.0 4.3
13.535 2 '0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 '0.0 0.0 '100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

13.533 2 0.3 100.0 32.9 1.7 31.2 46.1 '21.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.520 2 0.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

/

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1-Peicotage.distributionpf Federal'outlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976--Continued

Subfunction, depart eat, and pregram

;vaunt of Health, Education, and

Welfare -- Continued: ( A.

Office of Education-Continued:,

,Supplementary Ed. Centers--spec.

projects

Talent Search

'Upward Bound

Vocational education -- innovation

Bilingual education

Bilingual vocational training

Career education

Education broadcasting facilities

Education' innovation and support

'Education opportunity centers

Esergency School Aid Act-Ed. TV

Environmental education

Foreign language and area studies

centers

Foreign language and area studies-'

fellowships

Fulbright-Hays training grants

Fund for improvement of post-

secondary education

Handicapped innov. program centers

Handicapped regional resource

centers

Handicapped teacher education

Higher ed-academic facilities,

construction-interest

Higher ed-strengthening develop.

inst

Higher eekooperative.educatio4

,Library training grants

Reg. progress for deaf and other ,

handiCapped

Special services for disadvantaged

students

Strengtheiing State dept. of

'education -- special projects

Supplementary educ. opportunity

grants

Teacher corps, operation and

training

pcational education-curriculum

devel

1

CFDA I Type,of

program IprogriP,U

number l/I

I

Metropolitan counties
'I_

Nonmetropolitan counties

U.S.

total

Mil.

dol.

rural
I.

Greater
I

. I I

1 1 Urbaniz
e

d 1 Less
1 I 1 I 1

urbanized I To6

Total) 'I I
IMediumlLesser1ToiallAdJa-1Non- lqia-INon- lAdja- INon -'

'Total' Core IFringeI
I I , Icent ladja-Icent Iad4a -Icent ladja-

,1 I' L I 1 LI Icent L [cent I Icent

Percentage of U.S. total -" ---1-'--- -. - - -

13.51 8.9 91.0 19.7 19.7 0.0 55.2 '16.1 9.0 7.1 1.1 0.3' 0.5 0.0 0.0

13.488 2 0.9 78.2 41.3 36.2 5.2 2213 14.5 21.8 4.4 7.5 3.1 4.2 0.0 2.6

13.492 2 18.3 70.8 33.2 26.4 6.9 23.9 13.6 29.2 9.2 6.0 4.8 7.4 0.3 1:6

13.502 1 ,9.7 78.5 23.7 23.4 0.4 37.2 17.5 21.5 11.8 6.0 1.2 2.4 0.0 0.1

13.403 2 36.0 79.2 45.7 40.8 5.0 22.7 10:8 20.8 4.4 1.4 5.2 5.7 1.1 3.1

13.558 2 0.5 40.4 27.0 27.0 0.0 13.5 0.0 59.6 0.0 46.9 0.0 12.6 0.0 0.0

13.554 2 4.3 75.9 34.7 19.5 15.2 24.3 16.9 24.1 0.0 9.3 7.4 5.9 1.6 0.0

13.413 2 13.0 83.5 28.4 24.5 3.9 41.9 13.2 16.5 2.7 11.5 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.7

13.511 2 83.8% 90.8 20.3 20.3 0.0 55.1 15.5 9.2 7.,3 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0

13.543 2 2.7 81.8 59.6 52.4, 7.2 22.2 0.0 18.2 12.5 0.0 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.530 2 6.8 100.0 68.0 68.0 0.0 28.3 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.522 2.5 ,86.0 50.3 39.1 11.2 ;7.6 ,8.1 14.0 4.4 4.7 0.81 3.8 0.4 0.0

13:435 2 1.4 50.9 17.6 17.6 0.0 25.7 7.5 49.1 29.8 13.1 1.8 4.4 /0.0 0.0

13.434 2 0.5 81.0 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 19.0 8.8' 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.438 2 2.5 83.3 158.9 54.0 4.9 19.2 5.3 16.7 13.1 0.7 1.2 1.7 0. 0.0

13.538 8.0 77.6 45.1 37.5 1.6 24.9 7.6 22.4 10.2 5.3 2.6 3.4 0.0 0.8

13.445 2 16.0. 43.7 43.7 0.0 28.9 11.3 16.0 16.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.450 2 , 6.5 100.0 20.1 0.0 79.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.451 , 2 41.2 79.0 36.9 31.0 5.8 26.5 15.6 21.0 9.9 6.7 1.6 2.5 0.1 0.3

13.457 2 18.5 77.8 4 6 33.3 10.3 22.8 1104 22.2 9.0 4.2 3.3 5.6 0.0 0.0

13.454 102.1' 67.1 25. 19.8 5.3 21.1 20.9 32.9 10.8 4.9 710 8.2 1.0 1.0

13.510 10.5 70.0 41.7 32.9 8.8 19.4 8.8 30.0 7.0 6.7 6%0 9.4 0.7 0.3

13.468 2 0.6 81.9 37.9 33.2 4.6 21.6 22.4 18.1 3.5 13.2 0.0 1.5 041 0.0

13.560 2 1.1 100.0 100.0 00.0 0.0 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.482 2 3.1 71.2 34.4. 9.9 4.5 24.V° 12.2 28.8 2.0 3.8 4.9 7.3 0.1 0.9

13.485 1.0. 88.6 40.6 4 .6 0.0 33.2 14.7 11.4 4.0, 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 ,0.0

13.418 2 238.0 75.5 39.7 32 8 6.9 23.4 12.4 24.5 8.2 6.0 3.9 5.5 0.1 0.6

13.489 2 26.3 66.4 28.7 24.7 4.0 31.2 6.6 33.6 2.0 13.4 5.6 6.9 1.0 4.6

13.496 2 0.5 ,61.3 29.5 29.5. 0.04 21.5 10.3 38.7 31.5 065 OA 7.2 0.0' 0.0

See footnotes at end of table. COntinued



Appendix table 1--Percentagidistribution of Federal putlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan'counties,

fiscal 1916 -- Continued
\

.
I I I

,.- , Metropolitan ,counties ', I.,, Nonmetropolitan counties
I I , I I

Greater I I I

! Urbani I ! Less I

Totally

4

I 1 I I e , 1. urbanized
1 rural

CFDA 1 Type of 1 A.S. .,

program !program 2/1 total ITotall,
I

-:7',. .1 , IllediumlLesser1TotallAdja-,Non- lAdja-INon- lAdja-INon-
number, 1/1

I I ITotall-Core4Fri el 1 1 (cent adja -Icent ladja-Icent ladja-.
. ;.1

,

cent cent

Subfunction, department, and program

Department of Health, Education, and

Nelfare--Continued:

Office.of Education-I-Continued:

Vocational education--perionnel

dev. awards

Vocational education--personnel

dev. for statis'

Asst. to refugees--Cambodia and

Vietnam

Handicapped media service

Higher education--work.study

' National direct student loans

NDEA loans to institutions

National center for educational

statistics

Planning and evaluation

Elementary and secondary education

\Emergency school aid

Indian education

Asst. secretary for education, S&E

Office of Education, S6E

Higher EdUclation Act insured loans'

Appalachian vocational education

facilities and operation

Other agencies:

Child development- -tech. ass't

Total, Dept. of Health,

Education, and Welfare

Department of the Interior:

Indian adult education

Indian education--dorm. operation

Indian education--Federal schools

Indian education--contracts

Indian education-colleges and univ

Total, Dept. of the Interi r,..

Action: .

University year for Action

National Foundation of Arts and

Humanities:

Architecture and environmental arts .

Educ. planning, programming and dev .

See footnotes at end of table.

--Percentage of U.S. total

13.503 1.5 06.3 31.3 14.1 17.2 20.2 14.7 33.7 22.1 9.8 0.0 1.8 0.0, 0.0'

13.504 6.7 83.1 21.5 21.5 0.0 37.3 18.3 16.9 12.3 1.9 1.5 0.0' 0.0

13.596 3 20.1 87.6 39.4 28.9 10.5 34.5 13.1 12.4 5.0 2.2 1.9 2.6 0.2 0.6
13.446 4 14.4 89.6 39.7 31.9 1.8 28.8 21.1 10.4 10.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13.463 4' 517.6 72.1 36.Q 29.8 6.2 24.0 12.1 27.9 9.0 6.8 4.3 6.9 0.2 0.6
13.411 '4; 4 315.3 79.5, 41.7 35.9 5.8 26.1 11.7 20.5 8.0 5.1 2.8 4.1 0.1. 0.4
13.469 ' 5 1.0 86.8 57.2 55.2 2.0 18.5 11.2 13.2 3.0 2.4 6.2 1.6 0.0 0.0

13.947 7 9. 99.7 97.6 85.3 12.3 2.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0
13.491

NA '19)

3.

, O.

100.0

99.9

96.1

99.5

85.1

98.5

11.0

1.0

3.9

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

p0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0,

0.0

0.0
NA 8 15.4 1000 100.0 100.0, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NA , 8 . '1.6 98.3 96.3 95.3 140 1.6 0.4 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.0 , 0.5
NA 8 1.6 99.9 99.8 94.8 5.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NA 8 81.7 99.8, 98.2 97.5 0.7 1.4 '0.1 . 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.460 10 251.5 86.5 45.5 39.5 6.0 34.2 .9 13.5 3.6 2.6 2.6 3.6 0.3 0.8

23.012 2. 11.9 99.2 '30.4 30,4 0.0 54.1 14:2 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.601 2 7'.6 81.3 44.7 38.9 .5.8 15.9 20.1 18.1 5.5 3.9 .3.4, 4.7 0.8 0.4

5,617.8 72.7 38.0 31.1 6.4 23.9 10.8 21.3 7+1 5.0 5.4 '6.8 0.9 2.2

15.100 8 40.9 22.4 1.6 6.1 45 13.4 1.4 71.6 11.6 4.0 10.1 22.3 1:6 27.4
15.109 8 28.5 12.7 1.8 1.8 0.0 8.3 2.6 87.3 10.4 10.5 .23.1 23.7 1.2 18.5
15.110 8 78.4 18.2 3.6 -1.3 0.3 11.7 2.8 81.8 7.7 5.5 25.9 18.9 2.1 21.6
15.105 4 48.7 12.8 1.7 1.7 0.0 9.2 '1.9 81.2 10.3 5.1 18.0 20.2 4.9 28.6
15.114 2,8,

211.8 17.47 3.9 3.4 0.5 10.9 2.6 82.6 9.8 6.2 19.7 20.8 2.5 23.7

12.004 2 5.5 73.9 27.4 24.8 2.6 21.6 18.9 26.1 2.8 10.9 6.8 5.6 0.0 0.0

45.001 2 3.3 88.8 66.7 63.8 2.9 17.6 4.6 11.2 1.8 3.7 2.4 2.2 0.1 1.0
45.110 2 6.9 88.4 68:5 66.7" 1.8 14.1 4;8 . 11.6 2.2 8.0 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.2

47
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Appendix,table 1--Percentage distribution of. Federal outlays for human resource development in metropolitan'and nonmetrWolitan counties,

0 fiscal 1976--Continued ,

Subfunction, department, and program

1 1 1.

I I. I I

CFDA I Type of I U.S.
I I

Metropolitan counties '6'

I I

Greater

program 'program 2/1
, total 'Total'

I
1 IMediumlLesser

number I/1 1 1
'Total' Core 'Fringe'

I

L I .1 I I.

National Foundation'of Arts and

Edge. programs P1)1-45.003

Humanities - -Continued:

Educ. projects ... 45.111

Fellowships--centers for advanced

study 1.1

Fellowships --Indep. study and

research

Fellowships for the professions 45.109

Fellowships in residence--college

teachers ) 45.119

Literature programs v. 45.004

Media grants ' 45.104

Music programs 45.005

:Public media programs 45.006

Ulic program development 45.113

Research-grants 45.105

Speial projects 45.011

Summer seminar for college teachers 45.116

Summir stipends 45.121

Theater programs 45.008

Visual arts programs .45409

Youth :grants iD the humanities 45.115

45.122

45%118

Total, National Foundation of

Arts'and,Humanities
4

Veterans Adilnistratidn:

Veterans readjustment training 4/

' Sone, daughters, wives, and widows--

education 4/

TotaA,Veterans Administration

Total, EducatiOn

.4

MANPOWER TRAINING AND

EMPLOYKEFI OPPORTUNITIES:

Department of Agriculture:

'Job opportunities program

Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare;

Job opportunities program

4

NA

11.309

Nonmetropplitan counties
0

1

I

: Less 1 Totally
Urbanized

I urbanized I rural

TotallAdja-INon- lAdja-INon- lAdjaHNon=

'cent. laija-lcent ladja-kent ladja-

1 ..Icentj cent [ [cent

Nil . ----------=---- ----- ------ Percentagg of U.S; total,

,do].

2 - 3.8. 86.1 26.8' 26.3 0.5. 41.1, 18.2 1.3.9 9.5 3.9 b.o 0.0 0.0

2 5.8 97.5 69.9 65.1, 4.7 16.2 11.5 2.5 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0

'2 0.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 D.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 .2.9k 86.2 55.5 412 8.3 21.3 9.4 13.8 10.1 2.4 1.4 0.0 0.0

2 0.9 87.4 75.4 75.4 0.0 8.6 3.4 12.6 12.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 7.4 82.7 48.7 46.1 2.6 20.8 13.1 17%3 3.6 2.4 0.7 10.5 0.0.

2 2.1 83.] 63.2 53.8 9.3 14.1 5.8 16.9 5.1 5.0 2.4 3.0 0.8

2 6.6 98.4 70.1 68.8 1.3 26.1 2.2 1.6 0.2 1.3, 0.0 0.1" .0.0

2 19.5 96.4 82.7 79.2 3.6 1.1.8 1.8 3.6 1.4 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.1

2 8.2 96.9 89.0 87.3 1.8 5.9 1.9 3.1 2.4 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.0

2 1.1 100.0 96.9 83.9 13.1 3.1 0.0 0.0 b.() 0..0 'o.o o.o 0.0

2 18.3 85.6 66,8 63.3 3.5 12.0 6.8 14.4 6.3 4.4, 0.6 2.0 0.9

2 5.3 88.5 60.9 56.3 40 19.7 7.8 11.5 3.8 1.9 /1.6 1,9 0.0

2 3.2 88.2 40.3 39.1' .1.42, 34.8. A.1 11.1 6.7 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0,
,2 2.8 91.5 58.9 57.4 lsr5. 12.8 19.8 8.5, '3.3 0.6 4.4 0.1 0.0

6.0 99.5 84.1 '13.2. 0.,0 13.9 1.5 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0:0 t,0.0

2 3.6 88.7 65.8 58.6 14 15.8 .7.0 11.3 4.3 1.9 1.8 2.2 0.1

2. 0.2 86.4 52.3 40.4 ,11.9 28.4 5.6 13.6 9.4 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0

108.6 91.3 68.9 65.6 3.3 16.0 6.4 8.7 .3.5 2.4 0.7 1.$ 0.2

4,941.4. 75.2 4 '3 30.4 11.9 23.9 8.9 24.8 6.1 3.7 5.9 6.1 1.0

4 177.4 3.4 37.7 27.3 10.4 25.7 10.0, 26.6 .6.3 4.1 6.4 6.6 1.1

5,1. 75.1 42.2 30.3 11.8 2.4.0 9.0 24.9 6.2 3.8' 5.9 6.1 1.0

11,062.4 72.4. 39.6 30.8 8.8 23.6 9.8 27.1 6.7 4.4 5.9 6.7 1.0

6.2 0.0 0.0, 0.0 5.1 1.1 3.6 10.0 0.6 27.4 27.7 10.9,20.5

.11

7,8 90.9 79.9 50.9 50.3 0.6 21.8 7.2 20.1 9.1 0.6 1.1 203 00

0.4'

0.0

. 0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.6

0.0

1.1

0.1

0.0

0.3

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.0

1.0

0.0

0.4

1.9

2.0

1.9

2.4

17.1

7.0

r

See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix table 1-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976--Continued
r1

1 Subfunction, department, and program

1-

Department of the Interior:

Indian employment assistance

.Job corps-comp. employment

training 8/

Job opportunities program 9/

1

CFDA 1 Type of

program 'program 2/

number 11,J

I Metropolitan counties
I Nonmetropolitan counties

'y I I I .1 I 1 I Less I Totally
U.S. 1 L

Greater
I I I [

Urbanized
I urbanized tural

total 'Total'
I I IMediumIlesserlTotallAdja-INon, lAdja-180o-,,144Ja-INon-.

I ITotall Core IF.ringel
I 1 Icentuladla-lccItiadja-Icent ladja-

L 1.1 1 1 [ L, '1 Icent, 'cent I (cent
Mil.

of

Total, Dept. of the Inte5ior

Department of Labor:.

Comprehensive employment and

' training 10/,

Senior community service emp. .

program 10/

Employment service

Apprentice Outreach 10/

Indian employment and iraining 10/

Job Corps 10/

Migrant and seasonally employed

workers 10/

National-on-the-Job training 10/

Unemployment insurance

Research anedevelopment

projects 10/

Fed. unemployment lenefits and

allowances' !

SEE, OccUpational Safety and

Health Ad

SEE, Bureau of Labor Statistics

SEE, Employment and Training Ad

SEE, Employment Security Ad

SEE, Labor-Managkent Services Admin

I

Total, Dept. of Labor

Community.Services'Administration:

' Job opportunities program

General Services Administration:

Job opportunities program

;4°

'15.108
'

17:211

NA 8.7

dol.

13.5

4.6

17.232

17.235

11.207

17.200

17.234

17.211

16.8

1

1

1

1

1,2

17.230

17.228 1

17.225

17.233

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

8

8

810

8 ,

8

4,313.4

85.0

530.9

5.6

79.9

89.7

68.7

21.9

86.8

25.5.

1,905.6

66.4

35.4

78.6

63.5

26.6

maw 8,269.3

11.309 2 62.5

43.6 26.1 23.2 2.9 10.7 6.8 56.4

30.3 0.0, 0.0 0.0 111.5 '18.8 69.1

57.9 22.3 21.4 0.9 5.5' 10.1." 42.1.

41.7 14.8 13.6 1.3 14.5 12.4

91.1 44.3 37.8 6.7 34.2 12.4

99.9 99.8 99.8 0.0 0.1 0.0

82.0 41.9 38.5 3.4 30.1 9.4

99.8 90.0 49.7 40.3 6.9 2.8

32.1 9.6 9.0 0.6 18.7 3.8

81:9 36.2 24.0 12.2 42.8 ' 3.0

77.6 23.0 16.1 6.9 27.7 26.9

97.1 88.4' 88.1 0.2 8.0 1.4

85.6 32.3 29.0 3.3 40.6' 12.1

93.8 79.2 72.8 .6.5 12.9 1.7 s

,74.9 45.2 33.3', 11.9 22.4 7.3

95.3 15.9 74.1 1.4 14.4.- 5.3

95.5 95.5 91.7 3.8 0.0 0.0

100.0 100.0 91.5 8.5. 0.0 0.0

99.6 .74.4 68.4 6.0 20:9 4.2

6.1 91.1 91.1 0.0 5.0- 0.0

85.8 44.8 37.6 7.2 30.4 10.5

71.7 28.5 28.0 0.5 ,37.8 ' 5.4

8.2 16:7 4.9 13.3 0.8 12.5

0.0 19.8 .19:3 0.0' 9.7 20.9

17.1 2;1 6.5 12.6 1.7 '1.6

58.3 7.2 14.5 1 .0 7..8' 4.6 13.3

8.9 5.3, 1.8/ q.6 1.1 0.0 0.1 L,

0.1 -AO 0.07,, 0.0 0.1] 0.0 0.,0

18.0 5.8 4/4 2.5 5.0 0.1 0.3

0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

67.9 7.0 3.3 9.4 12.9, 1.8 33.5

18.1 1.1 0.5 4.0 3.5 0.0 9.1

22.4 7.4 8.2 4.2 2.6 0.0 0.0

2.3 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0

14.4 6.6 2.7 k.8 3.1 0.0 0.2

6.2 2.9 0.4 2.2 0.7 0.0 10.0

25.1 6.4 3.5 5.8 6.5 1.0 .1.9

4.7

4.5

0.0

0.4

3.9

,

2.5 '0.5

4.5 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.6 0.5

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.4 0.0,

0.0 3.9

0.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

14.2 5.S 2.4' 2.2 2.9 0.3 0.9

128.3 3.2. 2.8 8.4 11.3 0.8 LO

4NA 0.21WO.1.004100.00.00.00.0.0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.

0 f

a
: I

Continued

`See footnotes at end Of'ts161e
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Ippedix table 1-- Percentage distribution of Federal Outlays for human resource development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1976-- Continued

Subfunctioi, department, and program

,CFDA

program

number 1/

Type of

program 21

U.S.

total

Metropolitan counties

Greater 1.

Total'
I I

Nedium1Lesser

1Totall Core 'Fringe' f
1

I 1 I' I, 1

Nonmetropolitan?ounties

Urbanized'
Lees 1 Totally

I urbanized 1_ rural

TotallAdja-lHon-

1cent ladja-Icent 'ladja -Icent Iadja-

1 [cent 1 s (cent I (cent

Small Business Administration:,

Occupational Safety and Health Loans

Total, Manpower Training and,

Employment,

Total, Human Resource.

Development.t

59.018 5,10

Mil. Percentage of U.S. total

614

4.9

8,485.2

-- 164,820.7
4

64.0 11.0 9.5 1.4 47.8 5.2 6.0 0.0 13.4. 0.0 .0.0 9.2'

85.2 44.5 37.5 7:0 30.3 10.4 14.8 5.6 / 2.4 2.3 3.1 0.3 1.1

73.5 42.6 33.0 9.6 22.3 8.6 , 26.5 6. 3.5 6.2 6.6r 1.1 2.2

NA Not livai101t

Oot applicable.
.

lj Indicates the program identification number, if any, as given in the U.S.' Office of Management and Budget, Catkin of federal Domestic Assistance.

1/Program types are indicated by the following codes: (1) formula grants; (2) pinject grants; (3) all other grants; (4) direct payments; (5) directJ;Program

i6),ineurance; (7) .contractual procurement; (8) salariesIndiexpenses; (9) donation of property, goods, and commodities; and (10). guaranteed/in-,

lured loans. Doll"?' reported foithe;latter two/types of programs indicate the level of "indirect Federal support" to local areas but do not represent

the' actual transfer df Federal dollars. For this reason, many analyses excludAhese programs.

31f Outlays other than for salaries are estimated on the basis of total employment levels at each duty station. Actual payroll costs are used in com-

puting total estimated outlays in each county!
.

4/, County-level outlays are estimated on the basis of the fraction of each State's special group population in each county (for example, the redipient

of a 'pacific service, State employees, veterans).

5/ Total outlays are prorated among counties in the same proportion as payrolls, for which actual data are available.

6/ State total' are based on average monthly annuities applied to the national figure. ,' Pro rata to counties is based on population.

I/ State tbtals based on monthly. accounting totals. County totals are estimated on the basis of December payments from a prior fiscal year.

Outliycare prorated,to the State, city, and county levels primarily on the basis of payroll costs.

i/ Outlays attributing to each duty station are prorated among counties based on the number of operating units in eiachLcoupty.

10/ Outlays are allocated or identified to the location of the prime contractor's main office.

Source: Coimunity Services Administration.
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Appendix table 2=-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for ho

fiscal' 1976

Department and program

. 1

I I I I

CFDA I Type of I U.S. I r

program 'program 2/1 total 'Total'
1

number 1/1

Department k Agriculture:

Rural self-help housing technical

assistance

'Very low income housing repair loans

Farm laior housing loans

Low to moderate income housing loans

Rural'housing site loans

Rural rental housing loans

Total, Dept. of Agriculture

Dept. of Nousinx and Urban Development:

Mortgage insurance for

Homes

Property improvement loans,

Cooperative howling

Rental housing

Elderly housing

Multifamily supp. loans

Rental housing assistance

Low to moderate income housing

interest rate

Condominium housing

Total,, Dept. of Nousin and

Urban Development

Department of the Interior:

Indian housing development'

Indian housing improvement

Total, Dept. of the Interior

See footnotes at end of table.

10.420

10.417

10.405

10.410

10.411

10.415

Mn.

dol.

2 0.6

5 , 5.5

10 O 0.6

10 2:237.8

10 0.6

10 231.2

-- 2,476.3

NA,

14.142

14.124.

14.134

14.138

14.151

14k113--

10 5,356.7

10 603.5

10 0.1

10 29.4

10 31.1

10 12.9

10 316.1

14.137. 10 310.2

14.112 10 8.4

, 6,668.4

15.115

15.116 2

5.1

8.7

13.8

in metropolitan andnonMetropolitan counties,

olitan counties Nonmetro olitan counties

eater ,1 I "Urbanizedl. Lees I. Totally

1 1 . 1 1 I urbanized I rural

1 IHediumILesserITotallAdja-INonr lAdjiHNon-

cen cent

I 'Total'

29.3 7.2 1.3 5.9. 12.8 9.2 70.7 11.4 7.3 17.4 21.9 4.4 8.4

92.4 51.2 38.9 12.2

78.7,1.48.8 33.1 15.7

100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0.

100.0 .82.7 82.7 0.0

,, 87.5 51.3 45.6 5.7

95.2 9.4 9.4 0.0'

95.,6 62.9 50.0 12.9

90.9 47.4 27.7 19.7

100.0 70.9 46.7 24.1

91.3 51.4 38.6 12.8 31.8 8.0 8.7 2.

.....e 'Fringe'
I 1 'cent ladja-Icent tadja -Icent ladja-.

t cent

-Percentage of U.S.

33.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.1 0.0 66.9 16.6 23:5 26.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
10.2 1.6 0.2 1.4 5.1 3.5 89.8 4.4 6.4 20.5 26.9 7.8 23.7
14.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14'.0 86.0 6.8 3.0 6.3 38.9 3%4 27.7
28.8 6.7 1.1 5.6 12.9 '9.1 71.2 11.6', 7.4 16.9 22.4 4 8.4
16.0( 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.04 160 84.0 0.0 41.6 10.8 9.8 21 , 0.0
34.8' 12.2 3.1 9.2 .12e4 10.2 65.2 9.2 5.6 21.4 11.1 8.3

33.0 8.2 , '7.6

21.6 8.3 21.3

0.0 ILO 0.0

17.3 , 0.0 0.0

29.9 613 12.5,

85.8 0.0 4.8

27.9 4.8 4.4

2.7

5.2

0.0

0.0

9.8

010

2.0 1.4 1.2 0.1 0.2

3.7 4.4 5.6 0.8 1.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.Q

40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 4.5 .0.3 0.0 0.0

0.5 1.1 0.3 '0.0 0.0'

34.1 9.4 9.1 3.1 1.6 0.6 3.8 0.0 0.0

29.1 :0.0 '0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2.0 1.6 1.7 0.2 0.3

230 10.4 5.8 4.7 8.9 4.4 76.3 9.2 15.2 11.1 19.7 0.3 20.8

26.4 10.1 7.2 2.9 12.0 4.3 '73.6 7.0 11.9 10.9 23.8 2.9 17.1

25.4, 10.2 616 3:6 10.8 4.4 74.6 7.8 13.1[ 11.0 22.3 2.0 18.4.

Continued'.
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ndix table 2--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for housing in metropolitan and nonmetrOpolitan counties,

fiscal 1976r-Continued

Department and progrAm

I
CFDA

I

I ,

I
Type of I U.S.

I

Program% IprograjD 2/I total

'number 1/1 I

Metropolitan counties

I I

I '

Greater

Nonmetropolitan counties

Less
I Tonally

1 1 Urbanized 1

I I I urbanized.' rural

ITotill' ) I I jMediuml

I
'Total' Core IFringer

LeoserlTotallAdJa-Ilion- lAdja-INon- lAdja-INon-

I I
'cent ladja-Icent ladja-icent 'adja-

cent cent, cent

Veterans Administration:

Mil.

dol.

-------------- -I - ---Per entage of U.S. total- - - - ----- ---- --

Veterans' guaranteed and insured loans
1

64.114 10 10,365.2 89.6 52.1 . 14.4 17.6, 27.2 10.3 10.4 4.0 2.6 1:8 1.4 0.3 0.3

eterans direct loans 1 64.113 5 70.1 28.7 24.7 022.1 2.6 2.5 1.5 71.3 9.6 8.0 14.70'30.6 2.4 5.9

isabled veterans, direct loins I '64.118 5 0.7 46.,8 6.2 3.3 2.9 \22.6 18.1 53,2 5.6 6.7 8.5 29.5 0.2 2.1

Total, Veterans Administration -- 10,436.1' 89.2 51.9 34.3 . 17.5 27.0 10.3 .1088 4.1 2.7. .I9 1.6 0.3 0.3

Total,, Housing 10,594.6 2.3 46.0 31.6 14.5 2648 9.4 17.7 4.6 3.0 3.8 4.2 0.8 1.3

NA Not available:

-- Notoapplicable..\ 1

1/ Indicates the program identification number, if any,' as given in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget., Catalog of Federal Dolnekic Assistance.

2/ Program types are indicated by the following codes: (1) foriula grants; '(2) project grants; (3).'811 other, grants; (4) direct payments; (5) direct

loans; (6) insurance; (7) contractual procurement; (8) salaries and expenses; (9) donation of prOper6v, goods, and commodities; nd (10) guaranteed/in-

sured loans. Dollars reported for the latter two types of ,programs indicate the isvel'of "indirect Federal support" to local a eas but do not represent

the actual transfer of Federal dollars. For .this reason, many analts exclude these programs..`

Source:. Community Services Administration.

z
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Appendix table ,3 -- Percentage distributiOn of Federal outleye 'for
community and industiial development. in metropolitan and,nonmetropolitan counties,
decal 1976. .

,

,fr

$ubfunction, department, and program

CILIA

program
numbet 1/

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:

Department of Agriculture:

later and waste disposal systems ....

Water and sever grants

Altman Home Admin., 568

Rural, Electrification Admin., S6E

Community facilities loans

Recreation facilities loans

' Rune electric loans 3/

Rural telephone'loans 3/

Indian tribes and tribal corp. loads

Rural telephone bank loans 3/

Rural development researdh

Appalachian regional development

program

Total, Dept. of Agriculture

10.418

NA

NA

NA

10.423

10.413

10.850

10.851

10.421

10.852

10.204

NA

Department of Commerce:

Economic development-public works .. 11.304

Economic Development Administration,. 11.300

Appalachia development district

asst. 4/ A 23.009

Appalachia. State resources tech.

asst. 4/ 23.011

Economic devlopment-district

operational asst. 11:106

Economic development=- special econ

dev. and adj. asst. 11.301

Economic developmentr-State and local

econ. dev. planning 1,11.305

Economic development -,- support for'

planning ors. 11.302

Economic development-technical asst 11.303

Public Works and Econ. Dev. Act at

1965, Title X 11.309

Appalachian supplemental grants NA

Admin. economic dev. asst.

programs 5/

Total, Dept. of Commerce

NA

Department of Defense:

Military construction, Army National

Guard 5/ .12.400

Type of

program 2/

Metropolitan counties

U.3.

tots

1 1 1
. Greater

Totall-,
1 1 IMediumILesser

(Total) Core 1Fringel

L 1 1 1 1

`k

Nonmetropolitan ountiea

1 1

Urbanized
.1 se 1 Totally..

I 1 urbanized I rural

TOtallAdja-)Non- 1Adja,IMon

Icent.ladja-jcent Isdja-)cent ladja-
I 1centl 1cent 1 ' Icent

of U.S. total;--

' 2,10 569.9 31.5

'2, 11.3 15.8

8 132.1 31.0

8 17.2 88.6

10 170.2 25.0

10 1.2 14.9

10 1,982.2 , 20.1

10 384.1 28.0

10 3.1 0.0

5 . 180'.1 23.0

1.4 50.0

0

2
,

6.2'

2.6

14.0

72.7

9.6

8.9

3.7

7.1

0:0

4.4

9.5

--- Percentage

1.1 5.1" 17'.4

0.0 2.6 5.4

11.8 2.2 13,2

-70.8 1.9 7.9

1 2.2 7.4 11.3

1.2 7.7 6.0'

0.1 3.6 11.0

0.0 7.1 12.6

0E0' 0.0 0.0

0.0 4.4 15.8

7.4 2.1 19.3

'2,41202242.5.04 2.5 10.2

2 14.7 29.2 16.1 121.1 4.0 6.6

1,5 1414 32.1 13.3 10.1 2.6 11.6

2 5.1 18.9 1.1 0.0

2 6.6 72.0 20.2 6.4 13.8

2 0.0' 0.0, 0).0 0.0 0.0

2 73.5 60.1 14.7 14.7 0.0

2 1.4 88.3 24.8 24.8 -0.0:

2 10.9 28.3' 2.5 2.2 0.3

2 12.1 81.0 47.1 40.5 6.6

10.6

46.9

0.0

36.0

2 .4 72.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.1

5 1.7 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 72.0

8 19.0 100.0 91.7 91.7)0.0 8.3

35.9 58.5 16.1 16.0 0.1 33.4, 8.9

1.9 68.5

1.8 84.2

9.9 63.0

8.1 11.4

4.1 75.0

0.0 85.1

5.4 79.9

8.3 12.0

0.0 100.0

2.9 77.0

21.1 50.0

10.1 17.2

9.7

6.1

6.7

1.3
3.0

13.4

14.3

6,8

0.0

10.5

34.2

4

5.4

11,.8

Q.2

4.2

5.6

0.0

4.5

3.3,

0.0

5.1

8.0

6.3 11'.2

3,471.7 24.2 5.5 1.1 4.4 12.5. 75.8 11.5 4.8.J.

6.5 70.8 9.8 16.3

1.8 67.3 9,9 8.1

7.2 01.1 6.1 1.9

4.9 28.0 5.8 1.6

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

9.5 39.9 3.9 14.7

45.3 ....18.2 11.7 1.3 4.4

15.1 10.7 , 11.7 11.0 1615

23.5 10.4 19.0 4.0 3.1

0.6' 27.3 0.0 0.0

0.0 28.0 410.0 0.0

0.0 '0.0 0.0 Q,.0

288.9 41.2 19.8 11.1 2.1 19.7 771 52.8 1.2 9.4

41.5 1.9 6.0'

18.0

14.6

14.9

2.7'

26.4

19.8.

22.4

19.4,

20.6

23.9

0.0

21.4 3.8. 10.1

303 1.2 20:2

20.5 3.4 9.!.1 ,

2.1 0.5' 0.6

)1.6 2.3 . 4.1'

24.6 '4.2 23.1,

20.2 7.1 11.1

22.2 4.8 15.4,

47.6 0.0 31.8

24.2 3.3, 9.9

7.9 0.0 0.0

14.1 12'7.5 1.1 1,6,57

21.2 21.5 5.6 11.1

11.4 10,1 8.1 15.0.,

16.1,20.8 2.6. 9.9- '

21.4 19.5 10.4,- 21.7

2.6 17.9 0.1 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 /00.0

11.5 9.7 0.0 '03.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0,

Nh .0

9.5 23.4 2.0 ,9.5

2.3 7.7 0.0 2.0

'17.1 10.2 0.0 0.0 ,

11.3 0.0' 0.0 16.1

0.0' 0.0. 0.0 0.0

32.5 1).2 1.9 6.6

See fo6tnotes at end of table.

10.4 14.6 1.i

Continued
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Appendix tells 3-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for community and in'nusirial development in metropolitan and noometropolitan counties,

fiscal 19767-Continued.

1

Sdbfaction, department, and program

I .1 I

. ,,'

Metropolitan counties I

I

1politan counties

1 I I

!

, Greater Lees,

..I urbanized I T:tuarlely'CFDA. 1 XYPo of 1
U.S. I . I l'

program (program 2/1,40tni ITotall ''I 1 :
IMadium1LesserITotallAdja-INon- lAdja -1110e- lidia-INP7

number 1/1
I I

ITotall Core !Fringe! ,
I I , lcent ladjalcent ladja71cent ladJA-

cen't

Department oellealth, Education

andlelfarc.

4 Urban relcontrill

Native American progrdis

PUblit mode end aeon. dev.-reg

dam prom's

Appalachian regional development

programs s

Appalachlan.regional.development

Appalithiat'sipplement to '

graitiain-aid ,

Total,' Dept. of Health,

Education, and Welfare

1'

1...

,Department of tonsing and Urban'

Development :

Commhnity development block grants-

entitlement grants

*lenient of-Interior:.

Indio aciountingdservices for
1

tribes

13.267

13.612

11.300 4 7

NA 8 5.9100.0 100.0 100.0 '0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

23.001 '2 , 18."4 74.1 11.2 5.3 5.9 43.9 ,18.9' 25.9 14.4' 1,S. 7e7 ' :1.5 0.6 0.1

23.002 , 2 ' 33.0 69.3 9.7 4.8 4.9 5'4.4 'ji.3
30.7 '10.9 4.81 6.7 ,5.3 1.2 1.7

dol.

- Percentage of U.S.

r

12.5 99.3 52.6 50.6 1.9 .46.4 0.3 0.7. 0.7 0.0 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0

29.3' 34.3 15.8 13.5 2. 14.3 4.2 q.7 i6.3 5.4 4.9 17.1 1.5 30.4 ,

1.6 85.9,,,35.9 5.8 ' 30.2 9.5 30.4 14.1 14.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4,

. 100.7 65.8' 22.8',18.7 4.4 11.9 ' 701, 34.2 8.3 .9 P.0 0.9 9.4

14.218 1,836.2 87.0 43.3 36.3

Q.

7.0 31.5 12.2 13.0 4.6 3.7 1.8 2.8 0.0 0.0

,15.111,2

Indian loans -- economic development .. 15.124

Appalachian regional developmento . ',

,..
programs a. ., NA.

Indian loans - claim, asii. .....4.... 15:123441;

,Indien prop. ACluis. -iran. Federal ., °Y ii

building ..: 15.127 '

, 4

Claims and treaty organizations 'NA "'

Indian Action turn '4' 15.107 4

4Indian loan guargnCee and insurance

.fund
t

0e) s.

:American "evolution Biettennial

Admih, SAE NA

Regional development prograis
''''.''

NA '

DAD

Total Dept. of Interior

'Department of Transportation?*

Appalachian regional developnent

progiams

..

s
8, 2.6 45.5 27.0 26.5

5 9:3 16.7 14.3 02.4

4 , 0.2 15.6 10.7 9.9

5 0.7 6.3 6.3 6.3

8

, 59.8 20.4 9.0 8.9

0.8 2.2 2.2 +2.2'

13.0,100.0,100.0 100.0

8 5.0 8.4 3.4 2.4

29.9 100.0 100.0 100.0

0.4 1.3 0.0* 0.0

121.7 47.9 41.5 40.5

1.

0.5
1

5.1 5.7 11.2 11.5. 20.3 ,0.0

11.9 2.4 j 0.0 81.34 5.6 44.3 '2.6 22.9 04 7.9

. Pr ut
0.9 0:0, 84.4 0.0 0.0 84.4 0.0 0.0, 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 93.7 19.6 7.5 0.0 57.6 j0.0 9.0

0.1 8.4 3.0 79.6 7.9 6.5 18.6 20.9 2.1 23.6

0.0 0.0 0.0. 97.8. 0.0 0:0 4.0 0.0 .0.0 93.8

0.0' o.p 0.0' 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .

1.0 4.1 1.0 91.6 1.3 83.8 3.2 1.4 0.0 1.8- .

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0 0.0' '

0.0 .0.4 p.9 98.7 83.4 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 14.4

1.0 4.8 1.7 52.1: 4.8 10.3 9.9 12.8 . 1.0 13.1

23.001

i
.

0.2 49.8 49.8 . 0.0 49.8 0.0 0.0 '50.2 37.2; 1.5 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

See fOotnotes at end of tablc P Continued
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Appendix table 3-Percentage distribution
of Federaroutlays for community

and industrial development in metropolitan
and nonmetropolitan counties,,

fiscal 1916 -- Continued.

Subfunction, departmentrind program

712111ELPMEDIVIL:.
State and locallovernment

fiscal'asst.7/

ACTION:

Potter grandparents programs

Retired senior volunteer program

Senior, companion program

Score/Ace Disaster services

ACTION coopeAtive volunteers

National student volunteer program

Volunteer. in service to America

Mini -grant program

youth challenge program

,Operating expenaes,.domeatic

. programs

Total, ACTION
!?

Community.Services Administration:

Community action

Community economic develop4

Emergency energy conservation evc

Research and demonstration

Community services. program

1

1

CFDA 1 Type of

,program 1program 2/

number 1/1
'

total

Nero olitan counties
Nonmetro olitsn counties

Leas ' TotallyGreater
1 Urbanized

1 urbsniied L -rural
Total! 1 1 1

IMedium1LesserlIotallAdja-INon- lAdis-INon- lAdjelNon-'
ITotall Core 1FrO8e1 1 1 (cent ladjelcent ladjalIcent ladja-11111111centi jcentlkent

Percentage of f.S.
dol.

-NA

Total,,Community Services Admin.

Environmental Protection Agency:

Drinking water supply tech.

asst. 5/'

Federal Energy Administration:

State reimbursements and misc

contracts 6/'

National Filundatdon of Arts and

Numnitie.1

Cultural institutions

Dance programs'..'

Riparian arts programa .

Interpretive musiume-exhibits and

community education

1.

12.001 2

72.002 2

72.008 2

72.006 2

72.04 2

72.005 2

72.003 2

72.010

12.009 2

NA 8

49.00; I/ 2,7

49.011 2

49.014 2

NA 2

NA 8

66.425 7,8

NA
17

45.111 2

45.002 2

45.010 2

'4\5:114 2

.

See footnote at end of table. ,

o

.41

7

4,111.3 72.0 41.0 31:5 9.5 22.6 '8.4

26.8 16.5 21.0 20.3 6.8 37.3 12.2
11.4 63.9 32.1 23.6 8.5 20.3 11.5
4.1 19.4 47.6 41.6 0.0 13.7 18.0
0.1 100.0 96.0 90.0 ' 6.0 1.8 2.2

1.2 93.3 73.2 71.9 '1.2 17.1 3.0

0.3.100.0 100.0 86.9 13.1 0.0 0.0
19.9 90.0 57.9 54.1 3.2 27.5 4.6

2.4 80.8 36.0 31.8 4.2 38.2 6.6
0.3 60.1 /7.1 22.8 4.3 28.8 4.3

25.3 98.6 92.4 89.9 2.5 5.3 0.9

97.7 83.2 53.1 48.2 4'.9 22.6' 7.5

299.9 74.3 45.4 41.1 4.3 21.0 1.9

13.8 91.1 42.2 42.2 0.0 16.4 32.6
13.1 73.3 30.3 25.8 4.5 31.6 11.4
2.1 99.1 99.1 99.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

21.j 99.3 98.6 85.2 13.4 0.0 0.7

350.8 76.1 '41.) 43:6 4.7 19.8 8.6

5.1 99.9 91.6 83.7 13.9 2.3 0.0

0'

3.5 92.4 11.6 15.8 1.8 72.2 2.7

1.2 95.5 90.0 88.5 1.6
A
4.6 0.9

5.6 97.51680.4 77.1 3.3 12.5 4.6
6.3 91.3 73.2 69.4 3.8 13.4 4.1

1.0 96.0 61.5 59.5 2.0 11.8 22.6

28.04 6.8

23.5 6.5

36.1 9.1

20.6 1.2

*0.0 0.0

6.7 0.9

0.0 0.0

10.0 6.1

19.2 10.4

39.9 17.5

1.4 0./.

16.8 5.4

25.7' 5.0

8.9 0.0

26.1 9.6

0.9 0.0

0.7 0.0

23.3 4.7

0.1 0.0

7.6 4.7

r

4.5

2.5

7

1.6

1.8

1.8

2.5

sn

3.99 6.4 7.1 1.2 .2.5

a

5.6 5.3 .3.8 0.0 2.3

6.4 6.6 11.0 1.3 1.9

0.4 0.0 1.0 3.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2.2 0.9 2.7 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1.4 1.2 1.1 0.0 0.0

2.1 3.0 2.8 0.4 0.4

5.5 9.7 7.2 ,0.0 0.0

0.2 0.2 0.2,'0.0 0.0

3.3 3.0 3.7 0.4 1.0

4.5 6.2 7.6 0.8 1.6

1.2 0.2 1.4 0.0 0.0

5.0 4.5 SO 0.6 1.3

0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 041.

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0

4.3 5.5., 6.8 0.7 1.4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

2.8 60 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.2 0.8 1.9 D.b 0.0

0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0

1:4 1.3 1.1 0.0 2.6

0.0 0.5 1.1 0.0 0.0

4
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Appendix table 3-- Percentage.dietribution of Federal outlays for community and industrial development in metropolitan and nonmeTpolitan counties,

fiscal 1916 -- Continued

Subfunction, department, and program

1

CFDA I Type of
l

U.S.

program 'program 2/1 total

number 1/1-

National Foundation of Arts and

-Rumanitpi-Continued:

Interpretive museumso-exhibits and

programs

Museum programs

Toil,, National Foundation of

Arts and Humanities.

Small Business Administration:

Physical disaster loans

Tennessee Valley Authority:

Total, Community

( Development

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT:

Department of Agriculture:

Buspess, and industrial dev. grants .

Bahasa and industrial dev. loans

Nonfarm enterprise loans .

Total, Dept. of Agriculture

Department of Commerce:

Business asst., services and

information 5/

Minority business' enterprise

Economic development-business

dev. Asst.

Total, Dept. of,C erce

Department of the Interio :

Indian business enterprise

development

Indian arts and crofts development ..

Total, Dept. of the Interior ...

Small Business Admininstration:

State and local development

co. loans

lee footnotes at end of table.

Mil.
dol.

Metrollolitan counties

1 1

nreater
1

I

Total'
I

IMediumILesser

1Total1 Core 'Fringe'

1 I ; 1 I I

45.128 2. 3.5 89,5 66.1 65.6

45.D12 2 10.4 92.8 68.5 66.3

28.0 93.2 12.3, 69.8

59.008 5,10 103.5 67.1 42.8 27.0

NA 7 2,542.5 8:8 ,43.6 42.8

13,098.0 63.3 32.1 26.5.

10.424 2 7.1 15.6 1.7 0.0,

10.422 10 251.4 21.5 5.7 1.0

10.401 10 7.1 11.7 4.4 0.8

- - 271.7 21.2 5.6 0.9

11.104 8 14.9 99.6 90.0 90.0

11.800 2,8 16.0 96.2 85.8.,!34.7

11.301, 5 46.9 53.6 22.9 20.4

77.8 71.2 48.7 47.0

15.117 4 11.9 42.5 19.3 18.4

15.850 8 0.7 99.6 96.8 96.8

12.6 45.6 23.4 22.6

59.013 5,10 35.5 50.2 30.6 19,9

0.5

2.2

2.5

15.8

0.8

5.7.

1.7

4.8

3.5

4.f

0.0

1.1'

2.6

1.8

0.9

0.0

,0.8

.8

Nanmetropolitan counties

Urbanizedrbanizeu
1 Less Totally

1 urbanised I rural

TotallAdja-INon- lAdja-INon- lAdja-,INon-

Icent ladja-Icent ladja-Icent ladja-

I Icent I (cent I Icent

Percentage of U.S. total

11.7 11.7 10.5 0.0 5.6 4.2 0.0 0.7 0.0

18.9 5.5 , 7.2. 3.6 1.1 1.7 0.3 0.0 0.4

14.6 6.3 6.8 2.3 1.5 1.5 0.7 0.1 0.8

18.5 5.8 32.9 51:8 12.3 5.0 5.2 0.8 3.8

34.3 6.9 15.2 4.0 1.4 5.1 34 0.2 1{.0

23.2 7.9 36.7 7.1 3.9 9.5 9.8 2.0 4.4

14.0 0.0 84.4 5.1 1.3 34.0 20.5 6.8 16.6

12.0 '3.7 78.5 9.5 8.3 22.6 29.1 4.2 4.9

9.5 3.9 82.i 5.6 5.5 18.7 29.5 4.0 19.0

12.0 3.6 78.8 9.3 8.0 22.8 28.9 4.3 5.6

8.6 1.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6.1 3.6 3.8 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.6 b.5 0.0

16.8 13.9 46.4 10.1 3.2 10.7 20.1 0.0 2.3 ,

13.2 9.3 28.8 6.5 2.0 6.4 12.4 0.1 1.4 ,

19.4 3.9 57.5 7.0 4.4 14.3 18.5 1.1 12.2

2.8 0.0 ,0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0

18.5 3.6 54.4 6.6 4.2 13.5 17.5 1.1 11.5'

13.7 5.8 49.8 1.3 7.2 14.1 19.9 1.8 5.6

,Continued



Appendix table 3-Percentage
distribution of Federal outlays for community and industrial development

in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,I fiscal 1976--Continued

Subfunction, department, and program

I 1 'I ,... Me o olitan counties 1 % Nonmetropolitan counties

CFDA I Type ofIU.S.II
1

1

11 Urbanize6 I urbanized,' rural

1 1 I
I Greater Less I ,Totally

program Iprogram 2/1 total 'Total' 1 I

114ediumlLeaser1TotallAdja-INoo- lAdja-INon- lAdWNon-,number 1/1.
I I 'Total' Core 'Fringe) I . I Icent Iadja-Icent Iadja-Icent 'adja-

cent

Small hiltless Adminin tration--

Continued:

Economic injury disaster loans',

Economic opportinity liens

Displaced business loans

Small business ihvestment

co. programs

Bus closing economic injury loans

Eiergancy energy shortage loans

Handicapped asst. 1411

Product disastei loans I
Small business loans .

Small Business Administratio SEE

Totxl, Small Business

Adllnietration

Total, 'industrial

Development"'

TRANSPORTATION:

Department of Commerce:

Aid, to State Marie dOools

Appalachian development highway

system 2/

Appalachian spec. transportation re-

lated pinng -res.. and demo. prog 2/ .

Domestic water borne transportation

system

Nautical charts and related data 5/
.

Operation of U.S. Merchant Marine

Academy

Ports and intermodal transportation

system

Total, Dept. of Commerc'e

Depaftment of, the Interior;

Indian roads -- maintenance

Indian loads and bridges

Federal aid to highways, trust.funds.

59.002 % 5

59.003 5,10

59.001 5,10

59.011 5

59.020 5,10

59.022 5,10

59.021 5,10

59.010 .5'

59.012 5,10

NA 8

Total, Dept. of the Interior ...

See footnotes at end of table.

1

41.506 2

23:063 2

23.017
, 2

11.509 8

11.401 8

11.507
8

11.501

15.125 8'

15.122 8

NA 8

M11.
Percentage of U.S. total - - - - - -dol.

1.1 21.8 1.0 1.0 0.0 20.0
76.3 78.1 50.8 40.8 10.0 20.0

24.5 83.9 34.9 31.0 3.9 27.0

31.7 96.3 11.4 650 , 5.5 24.9

5.5 22.9 3.0 0.0 3.0 15.5

18.9 83.6 52.4 32.1 20.3 23.4

10.4 73.7 33.5 25,4 8.1 22.6

0.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1,640.7 64.3 32.7 23.7 9.0 zi.q
117.8 96.1 76.2 68.5 1.8 16.3

1,962.7 67.3 36.7 27.8' 8.9 0.6

2,324.7 62.0 33.4 4.3 '8.2 19.4

4.7 177.2 44.4 6 7.8 4.7

0.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 o.o o.o

1.4 ,80.3 3.4 0.8 216 60.0'

0.3 100.0 100,4 100.0 0.0 0.0.

12.5 100.0 79'.4 26.6 52.8 16.8

12.8 98.8 97.5 40.1 57.4 0.7

0:6 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

32.3 95.4 78.7 34.4 S 44.3 10.1

9.6 13.3 3.2 3.2 0.1 6.7

59.0 20.9 3.7 3.3

4.6 45.1 0.4 0.0 0.4 1 :4

7,3.2 21.5 3.4 3.0 0.4 7.9

0.9 78.2 9.0 3.1 0.5 5.0 0.0 60\A*
2.3 21.9 4.3 3.3 4.6 5.5 1.0 3.2

22.1 16.1 9.2 2.8 1.3 2.8 0.0 0.0

e,

0.0 3.7 0.6 0.6' 2.2 0.3 0.0 0.0

4.4e 77.1 66.2 9.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
7.8 16.4 3.8 0.6 2.4' 8.9 0.2 0.5

17.6 26.3 7.7 6.2 5:8 5.3 1..1 0.2
1.0 99.0 0.0 0.0 0:0 78t0 0.0 21.0

10.6 35.7 6.4 5.1 7.2 11.1 1.2 4.7
4.2 3.3 1.3 1.4 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0

10.0 32.7 6.0 4.7 6.6 10.0 1 4.2

9 .38.0 6.4 5.0 8.5 12.3 '.4 4.3 1

4

28.7 22.3,11.8 0.1 0.0 10.3 0.0 .0'

0.0 0.0 o.o o o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0

1618 19.7 5.2 10.0 2.8 1.8 0.0 0.0,

.0.0 0.0 * 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3:8 0.0 0.0 0.0 ,0.0 0.0 0.0

0.5 1.2 0.7 '0.5 b.1 4.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6.6 4.6 2.2 0.i 0.2 1.6 0.0 0.0

3.3 86.2 6.4 8.8 120 31.2 2.5 25.0 '

8.7 79.1 8.7 5,8 16.0 21.1 '1.9 25.5 4
4.0 54.3' 0.0 0.6 19.0 28.2 0.0 6.5

10.2 28.5 7.9 '5.9 15.7 22.8 1.9 24.3

Continued
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Appendix table 3-- Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for community and industrial development its metropolitan and nonmetropOlitap counties,

.
t ',, acal 1976--Contioped

% I

Subfunction, department, and program

I

Department of Transportation:

Highwax beautification

Highway studies, planning and

construction

Davalopmaut highway syatem-

"Appalachia

Airport development aid programa

' Airport planning scant program

Grants In aid for, airport': -A/A

trot funds

Interim operating asst., Fed.

Railroad Admin.

Urban sass transportation fund

Coast Guard marina, harbor, and

shore service

Engineerini and devel, Fed.

Aviation Admin.

Railroad 'reaearch and devitlopment

(Railroad safety .

Research devil. -A/A trust fund

Traffic and highway safety **

Office of the Administrator', Fed.

Railroad Admin.

Operators, Fed. Aviation Admin.

4

Total, Dept. of Tre sportation

Civil Aeronautics Board: I
Payients to air carriers

Civil Aeronautics Board, pillories /

and expenses

TOtal, Civil Aeronautics Board

Total, Transportation

FOIRONMENTAL PROTECTION:

Environmental Protection Agency:

Air pollution control program

Contr. grants for waste water

Abatement and control

Air pollution fellowships

Areawide waste treatment mgt.

plan grate

gee footnotes it end of table.

4I' ----'611941111111C°jintieli- Nninatr"1-1

counties.

' 1. Len I Totally

CFDA Type of U.S.

Greater lHF I urbanized

1 I urbanized I rural

program program 2/ total Total'
I 1 . IHediumILesserITotallAdja-INon- lAdJa-INon- 1Adja-INon-

number 1/
.

'Total! Cora IFringel 1 I (cent ladja-Icent radja-Icent lain-

! I I I' 1'1 I 1cent1 Icont1. (cant

-Percentage .of U.S.Nil.

dol.

20.214 1 29.3 13.0 9.8 6.6 3.2 37.5 25.8 27.0 3.6 3.1 7.0 9.3 0.4 3.1

20.205 1 4,806.8 0.4 25.1 15.4 9.7 25.0 10.2 f39.8 1.6 4.3 9.0 11.7 1.8 5.2

' 0

23.003 1 155.1 9.9 0.44 0.2 0.2 7.2 2.3 90.1 4.5, 16.6 20.2 24.7 9.1 15.0

20.102 2 0.3 92.0 84.'0 84.0 ;0.0 3.8 4.2 8.0 0.0 5.2 0.4 1.8 0.0 0.5

20.103 2 2.6 73.9 44.7. 40.0 4.7 21.0 8.2 26.1 8.5 .5.5 3.3 5.6 0.0 3.2

NA 2 1.2 22.6 71.5 6.2 1.4 4.7 10.4 77.4 20.1 25:0 5.0 2.2 19.0 6.0

20.305 2 75.5100.0 53.0 53.0 0.0 43.7 3.2 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

20.500 2 1,669.0 97%9 85.1 82.8 2.3 10.5 2.3 2.1 1.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA 1,8 92,3.2 80.9 549 49.0 5.9 16. 9.5 19.1 4.k 1.8 1.0 10.8 0.2 lOY

/

NA 7 9.9 100.0 50.0 149.8 0.3 23.7 26.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 0.04 0.0

NA iO 34.9 99.4. 54,9 52.1 2.8 15.7 28.8 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA . 7,8 9.8 99.9,78.0 71.3 6.6 20.5 1:4 0.1 0.1 0.0 04 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA 7 51.8 99.9 66.5 66.5 0.0 1.z 31.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 0.1

NA 7 77.0 96.8 79.1 75.3 3.8 1 3.6 3.2 2.3 0.1 0.6 . 0.2 0.0 0.0

NA 8 5.2 100.0 96.8 95.17 1.1 0.5 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA' 8 1,319.1 93.0 50.4 X9\9 9 10.5 31.3 11.4 7.0 1.2 3.1 0.2 1.5 0.1 0.8

9,170.9 74.3 43.4 35.7 7.7 22.0 8.9 25.7 4.9 3.3 5.2 7.9 1.2 3.3

NA 4 12.5 99.8 85.7 85.7 0.0 .11.3 2.9 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0

NA 8 16.4 100.0 99.5 98.4 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 r0.0

88.9 99.9 88.2 88.0 ,t0.2 9.2 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

-- 9,365.3 74.2 '43.6 35.9 7.1 21.8 8.8 254 4.9 3.3 5.2 7.9 1.1 3.4

66.001 2 29.7 89.6'42.0 38.5 3.5 37.1 10.4 10.4 7.8 2.1 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0

66.418 2 4,292.8 79.2 45.8 27.4 18.3 24.2 9.2 20.8 8.0 2.7 3.5 4.6 0.9 i.1

NA 2,7,8 141.7 95.4 66.4 49:6 16.8 16.5 12.5 4.6 3.0 0.8 0.2 0.6 0.0 0.0

66.002 2 0.4 86.5 40.8 40.8 0.0 13.1' 32.5 13.5 10.2 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

66.426' 2 52.2 79.9 28.7 23.3 5.4 31.7 19.5' 20.1 11.2 4.6 ..1.5 2.8 0 0.0

C d
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Appendix table 3-

counties,
distribution of Federal outlays for Community end industrial development in *tropolitan and nonmetropolitaa counties,

fiscal 1976-Continued . )
...

,

1

Subfunction, department, and program

4

CFDA

program

number 1/

I

Type of I U.S.

plogram 211 total

I

7-
Metropolitan counties

I Nonmetropolitan counties

1 .1 I I 1 Urbanized I Lees I T° 11114

Total' I .2). I
itlediumILtestrITota1lAdja-INon- lAdja-INqn-

leiter,

ITotal Core 'Fringe'
I I .Icent ladja-Icent ladja-Iceilt

I 1 .1 I Icent I Icent I Icent

I urbanized I rural

.4 .

Environmerkii Protection Agency--

Continued:

Operations, research, and '

0, facilities 54

v' Solid waste disposal demo grants

Solid waste training grants

Water pollution control,.-state and

local manpower development

Vetere pollution control program

'training grants

Air pollution control-technical

information svcs. 5/

Air pollution control--technical

assistance 5/

Buildings a facilities

1,Enforcement Q 'Ir

Noise' pollution control--technical

lest. li
Solid waste technical asst. and

information svcs 5/ 4

Water pollution control data pub

eves. 1/

Water pollution control--direct

di training 5/

Water quality control-monitoring

sest 5/

Total, Environmental

Protection Agency

;
Small B4pes Administration:

Air p011uti control loans

Viltef pollution control loans

Total, Small Business

Administration

NA 2,7,8

66.028 2

66.026 2

66.420 1,: 2

'66.428 , 2

66.009 7,8

66.008

NA

i NA

66.030

66.011

66.416

66.417

66.422

1,8

7,8

2,7,8

'Nil. ----- -- ---- -- Percentage of U.S. total-------------
dol.

10.8 99.3 83.4 78.0 5.5 8.8 7.0

3.8 92.9 85.6 '85.6 0.a 7.3 0.0

0.3 100.0 p0.0 100.o 0.0 0.0, 0.0

1.0 80.6/49.7 35.1 14.6 22.6 8.3

2.9 73.7 42.0 32.5 9.5 18.3 13.3

1.4 100.0 65.5 34.7 30.8 4.0 30.5

6.4 99.5 12.1

0.6 94.2 48.2

37.4 99.9 98.8

55.2

44.2

18.5

16.9

3.9

20.3

0.9

24.2

0.8

26.5

21.9

0.4

7,8 0.9 100.0 98.9 80.2 18.6 1.1 0.0 ,

7,8 5.5 99.5 99.2 86.0 13.2 0.2 0.2

1.0 100.0 100.0 79.1 20.9 0.0 0.0

7,8 0.6 100.0 100.0 93.1 6.3 0.0 0.0

1,8 2.3100.0 99.1 90.3 8.8 0.9 0.0

-- 4,597.7 80.1 46.9 28.9 18.0 23.8 9.3

59.025 5

59.024 5,10

3.5 87.4 32.1 24.9 7.2 53.7 1.7

5.4 60.2 14.5 12.5 2.0 25.6 20.1

8.9 71.0 21.4 7.4 4.0 36.7 12.8

\,)

0.7 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0

7.1 1.9 1.7 0.9 2.6 0.0 0.0

0.0 o.o 0.01 o.o ,O,0 o.o

19.4 9.2 3.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0

26.3 26.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0,

0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5.8 0.0 5.8 0.0' 0.0. 0.0 0.0

0.1' 0.1 0.0, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 OA 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

19.9 1.1 2.6 3.3 4.3 0.9 1.1

12.6 7.7 0.0 ,0.0 2.1 0.0 2.7

3.9 11.6 0.0 9.8 10.8 0.3 1.2

29.0 10.1 0.0 5.9 1.4 '0.2 5.4

See f ootnotee. atiend f,table.,

a

Continued



Appenqx table 3--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays far community and industrial development in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

fiscal 1916-4ontinued

Subfunction, department, and program,.

Total, Environmental

Protection'

Total, Community and

Industrial. Development ..

NA m Not available.

Not applicable.

11/ Indicate!' the program identifidation number., if any, as given in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Catalo,

i/ Program types are indicated by the following codes:' (1) ,formula grants; (2) project grants; (3) all tithes grants; (4) d ect payments; (5)

loans; (6) insurance; (1) contractual procurement; (8) .salaries and expenses; (9) donation of property, goods, and commodit 8.; and (10) guaranty

aurea loan,. Dollars reported for the latter two types of programs, indicate the level of "indirect Federal Support" to lo al areas but do not, r

the actual transfer of Federal dollars. For this reason, many analyses exclude these programs.

3/ Outlays prorated to the county level based on a previous year's survey of consumers and subscribers by county'. ,

A/ Prorated equally to Counties within each redevelopment,district located in 1.3 Appalachian states.

Outlays attributing to each, duty station are prorated among counties based on the number of operdting units in each county!

6/ Total outlays are prorated to. the State and county levels on the basis of the distribution of total payroll costs.

7/ Includes only general revenue sharing funds paid directly to local governments.

1

CFDA Type of I U.S.

program ilrogrsm,(2./1 total

number 1/ 0
I.

, Mil.

do1.

Metropolitan counties I NonmetrOpOlitan counties

1 I I I I
I Less, I Totally

1. Greater
1 41 II Urbatized

I
urbanized I rurial

Total 1
1 I I MediumlLesserITotallAdja-INon- lAdid.HNon- lAdjilOon

'Total' Core 'Fringe' 1 I
Icent ladja-Icent ladja-110tedJa4*

I 1.1 I r [ _I icent,1 'cent"! Vicet

Percentage of U.S. total , .. .......t.! ...-1.

\ .

. 0 >

7
4,606.6 80.1 46. 28.9 78.0 23.8- 9.3 19.9 7.1 2.6 3.3 A

\ 0

-- 29,394,6 69.3 38.2 29.8 8.4 22.6 8.5 30.1 6.5 3.6 1.1

t

Source: Community Services Administration,

r

60 4



Appendix t le 4--Percentage distribution of Federfl outlays for agriculture and newel
resources in.matropolitkand nonmetropolitan counties,

filial 1976,

Subfunction, department, and program

AGRICULTURASSIITANCE AND CROPLAND

ADJUSTMENT;

Department of Agriculture:

Cotton production stabilization

,Feed grain production stabilization i.)

National Wool Act payments

Sugar Act program

Wheat production stabilization

Dairy and beekeeper indemnity payment

Cropland adjtistmen$ program

Cropland adjustment program-

public access

Cropland 'conversion program

Crop insurance indemnityayments 31

Admin. 6 open. exp., Fad Crop Ins. Corp.

Total, Agriculture Assistance

and.Cropland Adjustment

4

AGRICULTURE AND FISH RESEARCH AND. SER CES:

Department of Agriculture:
,

Commodity loans

Storage facility and equip. loans

Emergency disaster loans

Emergency livestock loans

Farm operating loans'

Fari ownership loans

Grazing assn. loans

Cooperative Extension Service 4/

(' Payments to agric exper. stations

Agricultural product grading

Agricultural statistics reports

'Commodity Credit Corporation Fund 5/

Energy, research and development

Funds for strengthening mkts.: income

and supp. 6/

Insp. and grading of farm products

Livestock and poultry mkt. supervision

Market nets service

Market' supervision ....

Marketing agreemebas and'orders

Meat and poultry rnapection

Plant and animal disease 6 pest control

AericultOral Research Service, S&Er

1
I

1 Metropolitan counties 1 Nonmetropolitan counties
1 1 1 1

CFDA 1 Type of
I

U.S.
I I

Greater
I

I

1111rbanized !
I urbanized

I rural

Lees , 1 Totally

program 'program 1/1 total 'Total'
;'1 I IMediumlLesser1TotallAdja-INon-lAdji)-'Non- lAdja-1Non-

nuiber 1/I
I I ITota1 Core 1Fringel

I 1 'tent lidja-Icentladja-'cent India-

cent cent
KU.

cent

-Percentage of U.S. total---------------------------

'10.052 '4

10.055 ' 4

10.059 4

'NA 4

10.058 4

10t060 4

NA ' 4

N44 4

NA 4

10.450 6

NA 8

Aim

120.0 14.0

115.4 9.1'

39.2 113

6.9 #1.0

53.1 7.2

3.1 35.8

36.7 16.3

0.6

. 0.1

66.0

16.9

21.5

11.5

20.8

50.8

1.2 0.1,

2.1 0.2

'1.7 0.5

4.0 3.6

0.8 0.1

5.3 3.2

4.1 0.5

4.7 0.4

0.0 0.0

0.9 0.1

26.6 25.6

1.1

1.9

1.2

0.4

0.7

2.2

3.6

4.4

3.3

6.2

25.3

1.7

12.9

6.9''

4.4 11.1

0.0 1.2

0.9 6.0

1:0 140

458.5 15.0 2.6 1.4 5.1

10.051 , 5 1,086A 20.9 7.3 6.0. 1.2 9.2
10.056 5 49.8 15.1 3.4 0.1 3.3 6.7

10.404 10 476.8 14.9 2.8 0.1 7;.7 6.1

10.425 , 10 331.1 12.1 1.1 0.4 0.1 6.3

10.406 10 5)7.8 12.0 1.9' 0.3 1.6 . 5.2

10.401 10 422.0 10.8 1.9 0.1 1.8 5.2

10.408 10 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NA 1 214.4 50.3 .16.5 12.4 4.1 19.1

10.203 1 80.9 54.1 10.2 8.1 2.1 22.6

10.150 31.5 93.6 44.9 41.3 3.6 31.9

10.950 '8 33.4 95.1 45.9 45.0 0.9' 31.3

NA 8' 3.2 99.3 72.3 71.6 0.7 13.1

NA 8 1.1 20.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.0

NA

NA

10.800

10.153

10.154

10.35

10.027

10.025

NA

8 1 6.1

8 42.;

8 5.0

8 11.4

8. 4.1

8` 3.6

8 197.2

8 -N 128.7

8 245.6

100.0

88.2

100.0

94.5

100,0

100.0

76.4

89.2

69.3

96.2 95.7 0.4 3.8

49.6 45.3. 4.3 23.0

76.0 67.6., 8.4 19.5

KO 68.1 2.8 115.1

67.4 '66.6 0.8 24.8

92.6 91.3 1.4 4.3

22.1 13.9 8.1 35.6

26.5 16.5 10.0, 39.0

42.6 15.3 27.3 13.6

5

8.4 86.0 5.3 9.5 18.5 40.3 7.0
gr

3.;( 90.9 2.7 3.3 15.8 36.1 6.9 26.1,
5.q 86.7 4.7 10.4 7.6 31.4 8.1 24.5

10y6 60.0 10.3 45.3 4.4 0.0 0.0

4.1 92.81 1.6 3.6 - 30.8 3.0 45.9

17.6- 64.2 104 19.7 10.0 16.3 1.1 6.9

5.3 83.7 6.5 '6.1 21.3 28.1' 6.6 15.1

5.1 78.5 10.3 3.6 11.7 21.5 6.5 18.9

16.3 .82.5 4.2 0.0 33.3 16.9 0.5 27.7

13.8 1 5.2 6.6 18.8 26.4 6.8 15.5

9.8 49.2 4.2 8.6 11.5 14.3 2.5 8.2

7.2 85.0 4.3 7.2 15.4 32.6 6.2 19.2

4.5 79.1 6.8 9.5 24.1 24.5 6.3 8.0

5.6 84.3 7.7 :4.8 23.6 27.4 5.9 14.8

5.4 85.1 6.3 11.4 '20.3 29.5 5.0 12.5

4.1 87.9 5.4 5.5 18.2 29.6 4.2 24.9,
4.9 88.0 7.5 8.2 20.3 29.2 5.7 16.9

3.7 89.2 8.5 5.3 19.4 28.7 5.4 21.9

0.0 100.0 0.0 32.9 25.4 13.5 0.0 28.2

14.7 49.7 12.9 6.9 9.4 12.6 2.8 5.2

21.4 45.9 29.4 10.0 0.0 6.4 0.0 0.0

16.8 6.4 2.1 2.9 0.3 1.1 0.0 0.0

17.9 4.9 0.8 .. 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0

13.9 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

13.6 79.4 46.6 17.8 0.0 15.0 0.0 0.0

.0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

15.6 11.8 5.4 1.0 1.8 3.4 MI 0.1

4.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8.5 5.5 0.8 1.8 1.1 1.8 0.0 0.0

7.9 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0

'3.1 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.04 0.0 0.0

18.7 23.6 15.3 7.3 0.1 0.0 0.0

23.7 10.8 7.5 2.2 0.4 0.7 D.0 0.0

13.1 30.7 10.3 7.5 1.9 6.3 0.6 4.1

See footnotes at end of table.'

Continued
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Appendix table 4--Percentage distributioh:of Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources in metropolitan and conmetropolitan ciuntiee,

fiscal 1976--Continued

CFDA

Subfunction, department, and program I program

Lumber 1/

Type of

program 2/

U.S.

total

Metro olitan countie Nonmetro olitan counfiea

Department of Agriculture -- Continued:

Agriculture Stabilization and

Conservation Service, 54!

Total, Dept. of Agriculture

Department of Commerce:

Promote and develop fishery products 5/

Department of the Interior: ,

Indian agricultural eitension ......

Animal damage control 5/

,Total,. Dept. of the Interlif

Small Business Administration:

Meat and poultry inspection loans 1,

Total, Agriculture and Fish

Research and Services

NATURAL RESOURCES, CONSERVATION, RECREATION,

AND I/ ILO .I1E:

'Department of Agriculture:

Agric. conservation program

Emergeney,conservation measures

Great Plains conservation

1 /crag protection and utilization 1/

Forest roads and trails

Snow survey and water supply forecast .

Youth Conservation Corps 7/

lasouice conservation and dev %

Restoration of forest lands 7/

River basin surveys and. invest

Soil and rater conservation

Soil survey

Water bank program

Forestry incentive programs

Watershed and flood prevention open

Cooperative, forest fire control 7/

Cooperative forest asst. A processing 7/

Cooperative forestry assumed

Cooperation in forest tree planting 71

Cooperative forest insect A ditp. con.7/

Set footnotes at end of table.

f

Nil.

dol.

Greater ' 1
1 1 1 Urban

i ze d
I urbanised

I

Totally

rural

Total'
, I ' I OlediumlLeasetITotallAdja-INon- lAdja-INon- lAdja-INon-

,'ITotall Core IFring0
I I Icent ladja-Icent ladja-Icent Iadja-

I I L 4 I J I I Icent I )cent 1 Icent

----------------Percentage of U.S. total---------...
1.

172.9 .2 23.9 11.4 \ 6.5 13.9 9.4 52.8 4.7 4.3

4 083.3 30.7 11.2 7.1 4.1' 11.7 7.8 69.3 8.1 7.7

6.3 93.3 87.6 77.7 9.9 4.9 0.8' 6.7 3.0 1.2

.15.101 8 2.4 09.7 9.7 9.7 , 0.0 30.0 0.0 60.3 3.4 10.8,

15.601 8 4.5 80.8 32.4 30.9 1.5 33.2 15.2 19.2 OB 10.6

6.9 '6C.6 24.6 23.6 1.0. 32.1 10.0 33.4 2.4 10.7

59.017 5,10 3.9 62.8 24.0 24.0. 0.0 35.. ' 3.1 31.2 3.7 11.6

4 100.5 30.9 11.4 7.3 4.1, 11.,7 7.8 69.1 8.1 7.7

10.063 2 167.3 24.9 4.9 2.0 2.9 11.5 8.6 75.1 1.8 6:2

10.054 '2 10.8 . 19.5 3.0 ' 0.1 2.8 4.1 12.4 elm 6.9 9.0

10.900 4;8 '22.0 8.5 1.9 1.5 0.4 1.3 5.2 01.5 2.6 6.3

NA 8 51'4.7 38.6 20.8 15.9 4.9 9.6 8.1, 61.4 6.3 11.7

NA 8 23.6 13.5 9.2 4.3 3.9 6.3, 76.4. 6.9 11.3

10.907 8

,151.1

2.7 53.8 11.8 .17.0 0.7 24.0 12.0 46.2 2.4 11.5

10.661 8 '6.9 28.2 12.8 10.7 2.1
, 71.8 5., .9.2

10.901 2,8 29.2 27.1 6.5 4.5 2.1

,7.0

12.3 7.9 72.6 6.5 14.0

'NA 8 19.9 4.9 4.9 0.0 1.0 14;0 80.1 14.4 9.6

10.906 8. 14.8 76.8 29.5 22.0 7.5 30.1 17.2 23.2 7.5 9 7.6

10.902 8 163.1 34.6 10.1 5.7 4.4 13.8 10.7 '65.4 7.7 8.2

10.903 8 37.2 50.1 18.9 8.0 11.Q 16.7 14.5 49.9 7.

10.062 2 2.0 3.7 0.1 0.0 0.1 3r3\. 0.1 96.3

,7.3

7.6 3 8

10.Q64 2 8.5 25.1 6.9 1.1 5.7 8.7 9.5 74.9 6.9 6 6

10.904 2,8 162.0 40.1 15.7 7.5 8.3 16.7 7.8 59.9 7.2 61
10.656 . 1 20.4 69.6 8.3 '5.4 2.9 41.7 19.6 30.4 10.6 2.

10.657 1 4.6. 67.2 11.3 1.5 3.8 39.0 16.9 32.8 10.8 2i

10.202 1 7.9 48.2 13.8 12.3, 1.4 20.0 14.4 ,51.8 27.7 17.8

10.659 2 0.1 25.5 0.0 0.0 0,0 21.2 4.3 74.5 12.6 , 9.0

10.658, 2 7.2 20.7 .1.2 1.0 0.2 10.7 8.8 79.3 66.5

6 °

12.6

16.4

0.0

3.9

0.1

1.4

11.0

,16.3

18.9

-16.4

14.4

8.3

12.2

2.3

16.8

12.0

5.9

3.0

14.1

8.9

3.8

19,5

16.9

5.5

7.2

0.0

8.6

, 3.0

16.6 6.0 10.6

21.4 4.3 11.3

k

2.2 040 0.3

13.2 h9 21.1

5.8, 0.1 0.8

8.4 0.7 9.9

8.3 0.0 2.5

21.4 4q 11.2

22.6 5.1 14.4

30.6 4.7 12.9

29.5 6.2 32.5

21.6 2.4 11.1

30.S 2.5 12.9

16.9 2.9 10.1

18.9 4.8 17.2

25.3 ,6.8 7.5

34.3 0.0 15.9

3.9 0.5 0.7

21.4 3.9 10.1

17.3 2.5 6.1

26.1 3.6 51.5

19.4 9.3 13.2

16.9 5.4 7.4

9.1 0.4 2.6

'94 0.3 2.3

6.4 0.0 0.0

28.8 3.6 11.9

5.8 0.6 2.3

Continued



Appendix table 4--Percentage distribution of Fedetal outlays for agriculture and natural resources in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,
fiscal 1976-4ontinued

Subfunction, department, And program

CIDA

program

number 1/

s

Department of Aggulture--Continued:

10.660

NA

NA

NA

10.905

10.419

10.409

10.414

10.416

General forestry assistance 7/ .. '.

PaYmente to countiep, Nat'l grasslands

Paymeiti. to states, Nat'l forest funds .

Coat. & operation of recreation fail

Plant materials for conservation

Flood prevention loans

Irrig./drain. and other loans

Resource cone. and devel. loans .

. 'Soil And water loans

total, Dept. ticultdre

Department,of Commerc

NA

11.402

11.404

11.418

11.400

4
Rational Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin.,

operations, research and facilities 5/.

River'and flood forecasts.5/

Weather forecasts and warnings 5/

Coastal zone management 5/

Geodectic controls. survey 5/

Total, Dept. of Commerce

A

Department of the Interior:

Oper.& maintenance--Indian irrigation,

system --area & regional' development NA

Outdoor recreation, acq., dev.,

. and training ...4 15.400

Laa4 & water conservation fund 7/ NA

Pubi land devel.--roads and trails 8/ NA

Federal aceclamation'projects 9/ 15.504

Farm fish pond management 5/ 15.603

Indian forest fire suppression 15.111

Indian forest management 15.112

Indian lands--irrig. & power'9/ 15,106

Indian lands- -range managetnt 15.119

Indian lands--real estate apprairsal- 15.120

Indian.lands--real estate services..., 15.121

Indian'lands--soil h moisture cons 4 15.126

Indian rights protection 15.135

Management of land 4 resources 8/ NA

Indian,lands--minerals & mining 15.138

Appalachia mine area restoration 23.010

I

Type of I U.S.

program,2/1 tote.

Metropolitan counties
I ,Nonmetropolitah cdunties

Nil.

dol.

2 0.4

4 1.0

4 87.8

8 2.6

8 $ 2.5

10 0.8

10 1.0

10t 1.1

10 34.5

I
1.1111

I

Less
I Totally

Gieater 11106AnizedlurbanitledIrural
Total'

I 1 IMedium1LeseerIlotallAdja-INon- 1Adja-INon- lAdja-INon-

.1Totall Core (Fringe)
I I (cent ladja -Icent ladja-Icent ladja-IIIIIIhk (cent L. IcentlIcenr

------4--------Percentaxe of U.S.

-- 1,462.5

'18 13.2

8 9.9
8 66.3

8 13.9

8 8.4

411.7

6.4

2 177.5

8 99.7

7 3.2

7,8 625.1

8

8

0.4

5.9

8 8.5

7,8 22.7
A

8 12.6

2.3

p9.6

8 2.6.

8 6.4

8 167.0

2 1.3

4 1.6\

69.0 '16.3 8.6. 7.7 20.6 32.2 31.0 1.5 5.6 12.0 3.9 1.1\ 6.1
3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 1.2 91.0 4.8 2.8 50.0 13.9 1.0 69.5

20.0 4.7 .1.6 3.1 2.7 12.5 80.0 11.3 9.0 10.8 21.9 10.3 10.8
33.1 18.4 16.5 1.9 8.8 6.0 66.9 6.2 9.7 10.1° 23.4 3.2 14.2
30.3 8.0 2.0 6.0 15.1 '7.3 69.7 11.7 10.6 11.3 14.5 6.3 9.3
67.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 1340 67.0 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0 33.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 81.6 0.0 16.5
3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 96.6' 0.0 0.0 7.3 43.9 0.9 44.4
4.9 0.6 0.0' 0.6 1.7 2.6 95.1 5.8 3.0 11.0 34.4 5.0 35.8

34.7 13,8 9.1 4.6 10.8 8.9 66.6 7.5 9.2 11.9 22;4 3.9 11.6

89.2 644 25.3 39.4 16.5 8.1 10.8 2.4 1.7 0.3 '3.6 0.3 2.5
97.9 58.0 28.0 29.9 31.1 8.8 2.1 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.00 '0.0
88.1 44.9 27.6 17.3 28.3 '14.9 11.9 1.0 5.1 0.3 3.2 0.4 1.9
91.1 49.2 45.0 4.3 2i.9 16.9 8.9 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
96.0 95.5 0.4 95.1 0.0 0.4 4.0 0.0 0:0 0.6 0.0 3.4 0.0

89.4 61.4 25.9 35.5 18.7 913 10.6 2.3 2.1 0.3 3.3 0.3 2.2

36.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 6'.2 30.1 63.6 11.2

1.1
0.5 31.8 0.0 1.1

63.7 29.5 17.9 11.6 24. 9.3 36.3 7.8 3.6 8.5 1.9 1.1 6.4\1
48.3 34.6 27.4 7.2 9. 4.2 51.1 9.9 1.3 4.8 3.2 18.7,
40.0 21.3 8.0 13.3 1 .0 8.7 60.0 3.1 9.8 11.2 24.4 3.7 7.7
41.? 18.6 13,3 5.3 16.9 6.2 58.3 4.1 16.3 5.9 21.1 0.8 10.2
6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 94.0 9.4 11.0 40.6 25.2 0.0 7.8

27.6 19.7 19.4 0.3 4.3 3.6 72.4 0.6 10.0 3.7 47.1 0.2 10.7
35.5 19.1 13.5 5.6 6.8 9.6 64.5 2.2 11.2 4.4 26.1 1.0 19.6
71.8 64.8 13.7 51.1 6.2 0.9 27.8 22.9 0.4 0.9 2.6 0.0 0.9
17.4 4.2 3.9 0.3 9.1 4.1 82.6 6.7 13.4 11.9 20.1 1.6 28.9
59.5 23.0 23.0 0.0 27.0 9.5 40.5 6.0 16.6 14.8 1.8 0.0 1.2
43.6 20.8 19)0 1.8 14.6 8.1 56.4 '7.8 7.4 8.2 18.0 2.9 12.1
32.6 0.2 0.2 0.0 32.3 0.1 67.4 1.9, 5.7 17.5 26.9 0.0 15.4
84.9 44.7 18.0 26.7 31.8 8.3 15.1 1.9 1.3 2.0 4.9 0.3 4.8
681.9 36.6 26.3 10.3 10.4 21.9 31.1 2.1 9.8 2.7 12.3 1.3 2.9
92.6 82.3 82.3 0.0 10.0 0.2 7.4 0.0 0.3 0.9 4.'1 0.0 2.1
68.'6 41.7 41.7 0.0 26.9 0.0 31.4 0.0 22.9 0.0 8.5 0.0 0.0

1

See footnotes at end oftnple.

Continued
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Appendix table 4--Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resourcesi4in metropolitan and nonmetEopolitan counties,

fiscal 1916 -- Continued
A

Subfunction, department, and program .

CFDA

Program

number 1/

Type of ,

program 2/

Nt9

U.S.

total

Metropolitan counties 1 / Nonmetropolitan counties

I

Greater
111/1
1 1 1 l'

IMediumllesser1TotallAdja

I I Icent

I 1.111cent

Urbanized
1

Less 1 Totally

I urbanized 1 rural

Totall
1 1

ITotal4 Core IFringel

'1'1 1

Non- lAdja -INon- lAdja-INon-

ladja-Icent ladja-Icent 110-

j LcentlIcent
Mil.

11211

Percentage of U.S. total

Department of the Interior-Continued:

Mineral res. 6 resource info. 6

tech. asst. 15.304 4,8 2.0 77.0 19.3 13.9 5.4 36.9 20.8 23.0 9.9 8.7 1.69 2.8 0.0 0.0

Mines and minerals NA 4,7,8 124.10 90.11 67.4 155.9 11.5 11.8 10.7 10.0 3.7 '1.3 1.4 3.5 . 0.0 0.1

National wildlife ref* fund 5/ NA 4,8 Q.4 28.7! 16.2 12)0 4.2 3.6 8.9 71.3 6.5, 5.1 21.5 17.5 6.7 13.9

Permanent appropriations,.land mgmt. 10/ NA 4 172.4 12.1 4.3 2.5 1.8 114 6.3 87.9 11:5 18.3 4.5 34.6 1.1 17.8

Small reclamations projects 9/ ... .. 15.503 5,7,8 15.5 45.7 0.4 0.0 0.4 1.9 7.3 54.3 10.9 q.0 15.4 28.0 0.0 0.0

Construction & anadromous fish 5/ NA' 7,8 3.7 98.2 95'.8 13.6 82.2 2.3 0.0 1.8 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.8 (0.3 0.0

Bonneville power admin.--const.,

.0per. and maint. NA 7,8 238.7 55.7 46.3 24.1 22.2 3.0 6.3 44.3 7.0 12.0 5.9 23 ' 8.5

Archeological invest.6 salvage 7/ 15.908 . 8 2.3 98.1 97.5, 65.9 31.5, 0.0 0.6 1.9 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Cons., Corp of. Civil Engineers 5/ NA 8 1.5 73.7 45.2 24.7 20.6 13.9 14.5 26.3 19.3 . 4.8 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.1

Federal aid in fish restoration

and mgmt. 5/ NA 8 0.6 95.3 76.0 51.6 24.3 '0.0 19.3 4.7 0.6 0.0, 1.7 2.3 0,14 0.1

Federal aid in wildlife restoration 5/ . NA 8 ' 1.0 96.4 96.4 95.9 0.5 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.9 0.0 0.0 2.7 4.0 0.1

Fish restoration 5/ 15.605 8 1.2 99.9 92.6 76.5 16.2 7.0 0.2, 0.1 '0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fishery research information 5/ 15.604 8 6.2 41.9 11.4 11.4 0.0 6.3 24.2 58.1 '22.3 5.5 9.2 16.3 0.6 4.1

Gen. invest. Corps of Civ. Engineers 5/ NA 8 1.3 71.0 40.4 24.0 16.4 14.2 16.4 29.0 21.1, 7.1 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0

Ceol, min., & wtr. res. invest.

and topo map. 11/ NA 8 324.7 89.3 68.6 9.8 58.8 15.4 5.2 10.7 1,4 2.9 0.4 5.7 0.1 0.2

Migratory bird conservation acct. 5/ NA ;

.

8 4.3 73.0 63.2 48.2 15.0 4.3 5.5

22.1

27.0 0.0 10.3 0./ 14.6 1.9, 0.0

Pesticide appraisal and monitoring 5/ 15.607 8 1:3 94.7 70.6 12.5 58.0 2.0 5.3 2.3 0.0 0.3 1.9 0.0 0.8

Natl. Park Serv., plann. & coast. 7/ NA 8 53.r 77.2 65.0 47.0 18.0 6.9 5.2 4.5 1.8 4.8 6.0 0.2 5.6

Plann., dev. 6 oper. of rec. facil. 7/ . NA 8 10.7 28.8 22.5 15.4 7.1 4.1 2.3 71.2 .1 21.9 9.0 16.3 3.2 17.7

Resource mgmt. fish 6 wildlife serv. 5/. NA 8 78.5 58.1 37.3 27.4 9.9 11.0 9.7 41.9 6.2 5.8 6.0 15.1 2.8 6.2

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, "S &E NA 8 4.7 100.0 88.1 78.7 9.4 5.7 6.2 NO.,, 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Wildlife research information 5/ 15.610 8 '8.9 65.6 48.4 13.2 35.2 8.7 '8.6 34.4 11.7 4,8 1.1 16.5 0.0 0.3

Wildlife restoration 5/ 15.611 8 2.5 99.2 91.2 78.4 12.8 7.8 0.2 0,8 0.7 p.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wildlife technical asst. 5/ 15.69 8 0.3 60.1 22.4 18.6 3.8 22.8 14.9 39.9 4.2 8.9 2.9 17.0 1.3 5.5

Oper. & maint., Corp. of Civ. Eng. 5/ NA 8' 1.2 11.4 11.4 11. 0.0 0.0 0.0 88.6 0.0 , 0.0 0.0 69.9 18.7 0.0

Total, Dept. of the Interior 2,462.3 56.9 37.0 20.7 16.3 12.4 7.5 43.1 5.7 9.5, 5.0 14.2 1.1 7.7

o

See footnotes at eild of table.
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'Appendix table 4ft:-Pir wage distribution of Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources in metrophlitan'and nonmetropolitarrtnunties,

fiscal 1976--Continded 1

Subfunction, department, and program

I I I Metropolitan counties ' I Nam ropolitawcounties,

Greater d 1 91 1 lUrlmnized
1 Lees I Totlly1 1 1 1

MA . 1 Type of I U.S. 1 1
I I I I 1 urbanized 1. rural

program !program 2/1 total 'Total' I . I IMediyilteciaerlTotallAdja-INon- IAdja-INon- lAdja-INon-

number 1/1 I ''' 'I '1Totall Core IPringel 1 I d . (cent ladja-Icent ladja-Icent ladja-

Icent I itent L (cent

Mil. - -- -- ---- -- ----Percentage. of U.S. total-------:----7------7--------

dol. ,

Total, Neural Resources, Conser-

vation, Recreation, 4 gildlife .

Total, Agriculture, and

Natural Resources
f

4,336.4 52.1 11.5 17.3 14.2 12.4. 8.1 479 6.0 8.7. 6.9 15.9! .2.0 8.5

/1

8,8'95.4 40.4 20.1 11.8 8.9 11.1 7.9 59.6 6.9 8.2 11.7 19.3 3.3 10.3

NA Not available. ,

- a Not applicable.
.

)

, 1/ Indicates the program identification number, if any, as given,.in the U.S. Office of.Mariagement and Budget, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance.

i/ Program types. are indicated by the following codes; (1) formula grants; (2) project grants; (3) all other grantsi (4) direct payments; (51 direct

loans; (6) insurance; (7) contractual procurement;J8), salaries'and expenses; (9) donation of property, goods, and commodities; and (10) guaranteed/

insured loans. Dollars reported for the, latter two types of progrfms,indicate the level of "indirect Federal support" to local areas but do not

represent the actual transfer of'Federal dollars. For this reason, aany'analyses exclude these programs,' ,

,

3/ County7level outlays are estimated on the basis of the fraction of each State's special group population in each county (e.g., recipient'of a'

specific service, State employees, veterans).
.

$4/ Prorated to the State and county levels according to the geographic distribution of employees.
,

5/ Outlays attributing to,each duty station are prorated among counties based,on.the number of operating, units in each county.

6/ Outlays other than for salaries are estimated on the axis of total edployment levels at each duty station. icinal payroll costs are used in

computing total es outlays in each count/:
.

t.
.7/ Prorated to tate and county levels by estimated obligations. .

8/ Outlays are allocated or identified To the location the purchasing office. .

9Outlays are prorated to the State, city, and county le primarily on He basis of payroll cola.

10/ Prorated to State and county levels by the size of geograph area.°

.,114 TOW outla a are prorated among counties in the same proportion as payrolls, for which actual data are available.

Source: Community Services Administration.
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Appendix table 5-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays

4

or defense and space in metropolitan and non trolioli an cqpIties, fiscal 1976

."Subfunction, department, And program

DEFENSE CONTRACTS:

Department of Defense:

civilian functions prime. contracts 3/

Military prime construc.'.contrants 3/

Military prime RDTE contracts 3/

Military prime service contracts 3/

Military prime supply contracts

Prima contracts less than $10,000 4/

Total, Defense Contracts

DEFENSE PAYROLL:

Department of Defense:

Civilian pay 5/

Military active duty, pay 5/

Military reserve 6 Nat'l Guard pay 5/

Military retired pay 6/

Total, Defense Payroll

AERONAUTICS ANDSPACE:

National Aeronautics and Space

'Administration: .

Construction and facilities

Research'and development

Research and program management

Technology utilization ,

Space science education'project!,

Total, AeronaUtics and Space

Total, Defense and Space

I , 4' 401 MetropolitaI counties 11.

1 ' 1 ''.1 ! 'Greater ' 1 1CPU I Type of 1, U.S. I I I I

program 'program 2/I totaldlTotall 'I 41 I , IMediumlLesser

nuiber 1/I , '-,' I

I
ITdall Core 'Fringe'

I

I 1,14r] 1 L

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

. Nonmetropolitan counties

I Less I Totally:

I '11

rbadiz
r
d

I urbanized I rural.

TotallAdJa-INon- lAdja-INon- ,-

Icent ladja-Icent ladja-scent lanjar

I Icent I Lcent I 'cent"

Mil. Percentage of U.S. total - -

dot.

1. 1,394.8 46.2 24.2 18.2. 6.0 13.6' 8.4

7 . 1,596.8 67.4 21.7 10.0 11.7 29.3. 16.5

7 6,771.3 96.9 80.3 67.5 12.8 13.8 2.8

7 7,057.2 81.0 58.5 48.2 10.3 18.7 9.8

7 23,538.7 89.6, 60.8 47.5 13.3 21,3 7..5

7 4,528.7 86.7 43.8 37.2 6.6 30.1t 12.8

53.8 6.9 6.9

32.5 17.2 9.9

-3.1 2.2 0.3

13.0",- 5.9 4.9

10.5 4.9 t.9

13.4 6.3 4.9

14.4

2.8

0.1

0.9

1.5

1.1

11.3

1.2

g.4

0.7

1.6

1;1

4.0

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.3

0.0

10.3.

1.2

0.1

0.5

0.3

0.0

44,887.5. 87.8 59.1 47.4' 11.8 20.7 8.0. 12.2 5.3 2.8 '1.6 1.5 .33 0.6

NA 8 12,840.5 84.6 37.6 22.7 14.8

NA . 8 14,709.4 75.0 25.2 15.0 10.2

NA 8 ' 1,736.2 71.2 91.9 21.5 10.4

NA .7,41.5: B4.1 34.7 25.6 9.1

r

'36,5274 80.0 31.7 20.1 11.6

35.2 11.8 15.5 8.1 3.8

29.5 20.3 25.0. 8.9 13.1

26.6. 12./ 28.8 6.3 1

33.7 15.8 15.9 ' 4 9 '\9

1.7

1.6

6.3

1.5

0.9

8.3

3.4,

0.1

0.0

0.5

0.4.

0.3

0.51

1.3.

0.6

32.2 16.0 260 7.7; 7. 1.9 0.2 0.5

NA 7 95.4 96.4 33.8 29.7 4.2 19.9 42.7 3.6 0.4 0.4 0.0

NA 7 2,733.9 97.6 84.5 74.2 10.2 8.7-, 4.4 2.4 0.7 0.2 1.3 0.2

NA ' 8
1

719.4 98.2 55.5 40.6 15.0 30.6 12.2 1.8 .0.1 04 0.0 0.0

43.002 7 11.5 95.4 85.0 70.7' 13.3 6.6 .0 4.6 1.6 1.5 0.6 0.5

43.001 7,8 1.0 0.0. 0.6 0.0 6.0 '\111.0 0.0 106.0 6.2 99.9 0.0 0.0

2.4

0.2

0.01' 1.7

0.0 0.4

0.0 070

3,561.2 97.6 77.2 66.2 11.0 13.4 7.0 2.4 0.6 0.2 1.0 a0.1 0.0 0.6

84,976.4 84.9 48.1 .36.4 ' 11.7 25.3 11.4 15.2 6.14.9 1.7 1.6 0.2 '0.6

NA ,Not available .

a ,
-- Not applicable.. J , I .

1/ Indidates the program identification number, if any, se given in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Catalog of Federal DOmesti Assistance.

2 /Program types are indicated by the fallowing codes:. (i) formula grants; (2) projeUt grants; (3) all other grants; (4) direct payments; (5),direct

loans; (6) insurance;'(7) contractual procurement; (8) salaries and expenses; (9) donation of property, goods, and commodities; apd (10) guaranteed/in-

lured /Oust Dollars reputed For the latter two'types of programs indicate the levil of "indirect Federal suppoit" to local areas buttdo nottrepresent

106'ictual transfer of Federal dollars. For this reason, many analysei exclude these programs. ..
,.

4
3/ Outlays are identified to. the location of the prime, contractor's main office.

.,

.4/ Outlays are identified to the location of the purchasing office. . .

%
.,

5/ Outlays prorated to State and county levels according to the geographic distribution of employees.

6/ County -level outlays are estimated ,on the basis of the fraction of each State's special group popUlation in each county(eig., veterans, recipients

of a specific service, State employees).

Source: Community Services Administration.



Appendik table 6-Percentage distributi01 of Federal outlays for justice and law enforcement in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,
'4

fiscal 1976 .

Department and program ,

Dept. of Health, Education & Welfare:

'Civil rights technical assist and

training

Runaway youth act

Office of Civil Rights

Total, Dept. of Health,

Education, and Welfare

Department of Justice:

Discretipnary grants ,

413.special emphasis, prev. and

treatment

Criminal justice-atatistics dev.

Internshipe

JJDP National Institute

Research and development

Technical assistance

Training

LEEP-student financial aid

Management operations, LEAA

Bldga. & facilities, Bur. of Prisons 3/

Community relations service 3/

Federal prison industries fund 3/

Salaries, fees and expenses 3/ 4/ 5/

Support of U.S. prisoners 3/ '

Total, Dekrtment of Justice

Treasury Department:

Bureau of Alcohol', Tobacco

and Fireirms, S&E 6/

U.S. Customs Service, S&E

U.S. Secret Service, S&E 7/

otal,.Treasury Department

See footnotes at end of table.

I
1 1 Metropolitan counties ' 1 lonmetropolitan unties'

CFDA 1 Type of 1 U.S. 1 I I .1 1 1

1111
Urbanized

II
.' I I I

program 'program 2/1 toto I Total 1 1
I 1MadiuilLesser1TotallAdja-1Non- 1Adja-INon-,1Adra40'n-'

esq1. . I Totally
. Greater

1 opanited I turake".

number 1/I
I

. 'Total' Core !Fringe'
I I lent ladja-Icent ladialCent4i8dia-

-r..

cent cent o cen

Mil.

If dol.

rcentage of U.S.

t

13.405 5.2 85.7 34.2 32.7 .5 p.2 11.3 14.3 10.0 0.0 74,' 2.3 0.0

13.623 2 . 5.6 95.4 52.0 42.9 9.1 28.6 14.7 .4.6 0.7 3.0 Q. '0.2 0.0. 0.0a

NA 8 15.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 6.0 0.0 0 , 0 9,0 0.0 0.0 o. t, 0.0. 10,0 .0.6

1,6.501

164517.

16.509 3

16.912 1

Bolt
16.507 3

3

16.513 3,7

16.5b4' 4,7

NA 1,8

NA 8

16.200' 8

NA
ca

8

NA, 8

'NA 8

27.2 96.1 '75.6 11.1 14.7 5.8 3.9 2:1 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.00.0:071
r , gp.

104.4 93.1 39.2 38.3 '0.9 39.4 14.5 6.9 3.4
(1'9

0.0. 1,7 Cik,

10.7 92.0 39.7 39.3 0:3 50.7 1.7 t.6. 6.6 0.4 ' 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0

6.8 92..1 V.8 48%8 5.0 32.0 6.9 1.3 3,7 1.0 '0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0

0.2 100.0 80.7 50.7 0.0 36.9 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0'

'3.6 95.7 '77.6 63.1' 14.5 0.0 A8.2 4.9, 4.3 0.0 0.0 :'0.0 0101.0 b 0:0

12.9 ,97.5 86.9. 68.6 18.3 10.4 0.2 2.5 2.5 0.1 0.0. 01 0.0 '0,0;)

12.5 '81.1 71:0. 66.9. 4.1 ' 4.3 5.9 18.9 17,0 0.8 0.0 0.2, 1.0 04
2.3, 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0' o,o 04. 0.1).

40.9 82.5 48.3 38.3 10.0,, 24.5 ,9.7 17.5 7.5 3N6 3.5' 2.9 ''0.0 0.0

49.8 98.2 93.8 86.4 7.4 0:4 4.0 1.8 0.0 0.0, 0.0 04
14.5 74.4 21.6 19.'6 2.1 33.4 29.4 25.6 2.1 0.6 '5.1 , 0.1 61.;,6' ' 13.0

3.2 100.0 100.0. 85.7 14.3 0.0 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 j0.0 '00 1144
4.2 74:5 24.8, 164 8.8 30.3 19.3 25.5' 3.1: 7.2 5.r 0.6,,7'3-

700.2 873' 63.7 60;4 3,0 16.0 8.2 12.5 2.1 11.2.--i2.0 2.0 . 1.2, 14

24'.9 99.4 54.1 49,1 4:8457.0 ''8.2 0,6 0.1 0.5, 0.0 0.C' 0.0 ',11 04."
:\

991.3 ' 88.7 61.3 57.5 3.9 18:6 8.8 11.3 2.6 3.4 1.6,E 1,4,1.0

NA

NA

NA

8 84.1

8 334.4

8 109.6

1.1 ' 67.8

91,.0 78.3

99.3 84.6

4
,

64.7 3.1 18.6 5.3 8.3, 2:2 2.4 .2.1' 1.5 , .0.0 13.6

77.2 1.0 8.4 4.3 9.0 0.7 3.1 1.Z., 2.5 0.1 1.6

84.1 0.5 12.9 1.7 0.7, 0,0 0.1 0.0') 04 0.6 0.0
o

qt1.4 1.13
. 528.2 92.8 1 77.9 1.9 11.0 3,9 7.2 0.8

0\

ti

i
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Appendix table 6- -Percentage distribution.of Federal outlaysfor justice, and law enforcement yo metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,.

,

fiscal 1976-Continued ,

Department and program

o

Salaries and expenses 3/!' 30.002 ' if 43.5 100.0. 89.5 89:5 ,1.0 10.5 0.0 0.11' 0.0 ,o,o 9.0 0.0 0.0

?r,

I

° t CFDA, '1 Type of ,

1 progrO 'program 2/

' tnumber 1/I

eotal,

Mil

dol.

MetrOpolitan counties 1

,

Nonmetropolitans:ountl

ill'otally
. 6eater

1 I I. '.. I

UrbSnired I le--

.Total: r

.. , I. 1 , I ., 1 1 urbaniz'ed I. ruial

I I '
I IMedidmILeoserITotallAdja-INon- lAdjeINon- lAdja-INon-

11'0611 Core '1Fringel
, I I 'cent ladja-Icent, ladja-Icent ladj47

' 1 . 1 , '

I

'

';it 1 '1 ', 1 ''cent I ., (cent t ',:_lcine .;'

t7. J.P.erceitage.cil U.S. total --- 7 -- ----------------7r-1----,-------

r 4,1

General Services Administration:

Buildings and facilities, Bureau

of Prisons

Total, 'Justice and,Lau
,Enforcement

1
1.

'NA

..t

11.1 96.7 11!1 11.7 0.0 84.9

, 1,601.1 ', 10.5 61.4 /1 64.6 ' 2.8 16.2

% , 4 ,Not available. I
.4

-- ..Net appliCable.
, ...

,..

; .

a
% 1/ Indicates the program' identification yombir, if ahy, as given in the U.S. Office of Management'and,Butget, Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance.

1/'Program.types are indicated by the folpwing codes: (1); formula grants; (2) project grants; (3) all other gradts; (4)' direct payments; (5) direct
1.0ins; (6) insurance; 7) contractual pro4remene; (8) salaries and expenseiv (9) donation of goperty, goods, and commodities; and (10):guarahteed/in- .,
sured'loans. Dollars reprteefor the Doter tvoAkypes of programs ,indicate the level of, "indirect Federal support" to local areas but do not represent .1

. 0

lzhe actua/ transfer of Federal dollars.'- this reason, many analyles,exclle these progtamt. .

,.... .,

3/ Outlayi attributable to each duty start oh"are prorated among Counties based on th'e number of operating units in each county. , 90.
I ,) .

4/ Total outlays are Prorated counties in the same proportidn0 payrolls, for which actual data aikvailable.1.
4 .

44 SA5/ Outlays other than for gaieties areleat'imated on the basis of total employment levels at each duty station. Actual payroll costs, are used in com- .
. -

,..

. , r.puting total estimated outlayS in'each couh,,y.,
,

.',:..

6/ glitlaya are prorated to tile State,. 'cif; and county 'levels primarily, on the basis of payroll'costs: '47a : 'r'r'

7/ Total outiais are prorated. the State and county,livels on the ,baits of the distribution of total?Syroll costs."...

Source: Community Servidia Administratloh:

.
.

r

./

0.0 -3.3 3.3' 0.0 .0.4 0.0.

6.9 9.5 1.9 2.9 "1.5 ''1.7

0.0 0.0

0.7 0.7

c

r



Appendix table 7-Percentage distribution Of Federal outlays for general functions,and Government administration in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

. fiscal 1976

I C.

Department and program

Department of Agriculture:

Office of the General Counsel, S6E

Office of the Inspector General, S6E

Total, Department of Agriculture ..

Department of Commerce:

'National Fire Prevention and

'Control Administration

Census Data

General Adminietration, S6E

Patent and trademark tech. info. disc.

Total, Department of Commerce

Dept. of.Health, Education, and 'welfare:

General departmental managiment

Dept. of Houg,inrand Urban Development: -

Adm istrative operitions fund

Department of Interior:

cuc. / Bureau of 4141/in Affairs

eepaitmentel'operationa

'Operation of Indian programi

Office of the Secretary, S6E'

Office of the'Solicitor, S&E . . :7 . t

Total, Department of the Interior

Department nf Labor:

Departmental management

State Department:

S6E 3/

Department of Transportation:

Office of the Secretary

Treasury ilepartment:

Administering Ithe public debt ,

Claiis,'Judgments and relief acts

Bureau of Government Financial

Operations, S6E

I I. I Metropolitan counties
I .MonmetaMblitan counties /

CFDA 1 Type of, I U.S.' 1 I

Greater

I I, 'I

I '0 q anized

I urbanized

I

T:tu:lal?'

Less1 I I I

A
4,

program Iprogiam 2/1 total I Total] I I IMediumILesser1TotalliOla-INon- 'idle-Non- lAdja-INon,
number 1/1

I I 'Total' Core 1Fringe1' ,I I cent le* -1cent ladja -1cent ladja-

: ,. cent cent

Nil.

cent

-T.-- Percentage of U.S. total -- ------ --- ..--_---.....

dol. ,
,

),

NA 7.7

NA 8 21.0

38.7

NA 2,7,8 3.1

NA 7,8 109.3

NA 8 114,

11.900 70.4

193.

8 73,4

402.7

NA 8 40.1

NA 8 4,0'7.4

NA

59.9

NA 8' 18.4

NA 8 ,d10.3

136.7

NA, 8 27.6

NA 183.8

(
\ NSA 8 27.1

.

NA 7,8 "9.9

NA /1 62.1

NA 4 53.0

See fdotnotes at end of table.

96.9

100.0

85.4

87.2,

70.7

53.4

14.7

33.:

99.2 86.7 , 58.0 2 .7

91.9,

95.1

100.0

67.7

77.3

'100.0

43.9

18.9

100.0

23 a

58.

.0.0

99.§ 99.4 85.6 ' 13.8

97.0 .8,k.4 48.1 38.3',

100.0 100.0 100.0

99.5 82.5 82.5 0.0

15.9 h3.6 1.8 1.7

9 86.5 451.2 35.3

27:B 10.7 7.2 3.4

100.0 94.4 88.8 5.6

95.2 76.9 '/5.1 '1.8

42.9, 28.9 24.1 4.8

4

97,4 91.4 97.4 ,0.0

99.7 96.8 91.3 5.5

100.0 100.0 99.1 0.9

96.2 65.8 62.8 . 3.0

, 98.3 170.0 64.6 5/4

100.0 94.3 '94.3 0.0

t.

1.2 4.3 3.1 1.3. 1.2

0.0 12.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

1.9 10.5 0.8 0.3 0.3

15.0 8.3 9.0 '4.9 2.9

16.8 1.1 4.9 0.7 2.1 '

0.0 o.o 0.0 0 0 0.0

0.5 . 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.0

9.9 ' 0.7 0.5 1.2

0.0 0.0 .0.0 0.0 'r0.0 .

14:4 2.6 ' 0.5 0.0 0.5

11.0 1.3 84.1 23.6 168

,6.2 6.6 0.7, 0.0 0.0'

13.8 3.3 12.2 4.9 14.9

4.3 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

10.9 1.4 4.8 1.9 0.6

l,0 3.0 57.1 9.3 11.6

0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0

2,5 0.4 6.3 0.1 0.0

0.0 0.0 010 0.0 0.0

11.3 16A1 3.8 1.3 0.6

12.5 15.7 1.7 0.2 0.8

5,.5 k2 0.0' 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 -

.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

4 (

0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0

8 0.9' 0.1 0.3

.o 0.0 o.o 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1,, 0.0

0.4 0.5 0 1 0.2

0.0 .0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3.4 16.0 0.2 24.3

0.7 0.0 0.0 t 0.0

7.9 22.9' 0.2' 21.5

0.0 0.0 0.0 Go
0.6; 1.0 0.0 0.6

4.6 14.9 0.1 16.7

0.0 ,o.b 0.0 2.6

0.1 0.1'' 0.6 0.0

040 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.9 0.8 0.1 0.2

013 0.3 0.0 0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Continued



Appendix table,77-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays, for general functions and Gov

fiscal'1976--Continued

nment administration in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties,

Department and program'

Treasury Department-Continued:

Accounts, collection and ayers

service 4/

Compliance, Internal Revenue Service 4/

Refunding, Internal Reveilue Service,

Interest 4/

Bureau of She Mint, S6E

Internal Revenue Sevice, S6E 4/

Office of the Secretary, S&Or..

Total, Treasury Department

ACTION:

Peace Corps and others

Civil Service Commission:

Revolving fund

S&E

Total; Civil Service Commission ,

Federal Communications Commission:

Persoyl services

Feder0 Energ\, Administration:

Sta 5/

Cenes&.jeatsen.L,_dministration:.
Operating expenses, Federarlupply

service

Operating expenses, National Archives

and'Records Service
1

Administration and staff 'support, S&E

d'

Office

1

f Preparedneasp,914

General

1

anagement and agency

operatio , S&E .

Total, General Services Adm.

4,

Interstate Commerce Commission:

S6E , .

Nation Foundation on Arts 6 Humanities:

S&F,

J I .

,
1'

CFDA 1 Type of U.S.
I

Greater IlUrbanired
I I 1 1

1

Less 1 Totall

I urbanized I rural
program 'program 2/I total To

I
1 .

I IMediumllesserITotallAdja-'Non- lAdja -INon- lAdja-INon-

number I/1
I ITotelL.Orf_IYripitei.____I______...1_____ I cent._I adja.!.1cent0.01aditTle.ent .1 adji-.____

1. 1 33/41(kJI .1_1 1.11Icenti 'cent! (cent

4

Metro olitan Bounties Nonmetro olitan counties

I
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

41.001

NA

See footnotes at end of table.

Percent/10 of U.S.

8

8

8

8

dol.

96.1

95.5

99.1

99.4

100.0

100.0

.2 44.7

67.6 62.7 '

15.7 13.4

99.4 .99.4

,94.6 91.6

99.9 99.9

17.5

5.0

2.4

0.0

3.0

0.0

25.5

21.7

21:4

0.0

4.5

0.1

8.4

6.1

2.0

0.0

1.0

0.0

33

4.5

0.9

0.6

0.0

0.0

1.1

1.4

0.2

0'4

0.0

0.0

1.4

2.2

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.3

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

788.8

843.7

2884

86.1

28.3

-- 2,295:9 '96.7 69.6 61.1 8.5 20.5 6.6 3.3 .1.0 1.40 0.1 0.7

8 56.2 98.6 91.0 88.0 2.9 6.1 '. 1.5 1.4 1.0 0.2 0.f 0.1

.)4

8 29.1 / 97.9 94.1 89.6 5.1 2.8 0.4, 2.1 0.0 1.8 0.2 0.0

8 ,97.2 99.6 91.1 89.3 1.4, 1.2 1.4 '0.4 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0

mol 126.2 99.2' 91.9 81.4 2.6 6.2 1.2 0.8 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0

.

8 35.9 96.8 91.7 88.3 3.4 4.3 0.8 3.2 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.3

8 126.1 98.8 89.4 87.5 1.8 8.1 1.3 1.2 ' 0.2 0.9 0.4 0.1

"

8 112.3 9%.8 90.1 83.9 6.3 9.0 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0' 0.0

8 *4 98.3 91.7 14.8 16.9 5.8 '0.8 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.8

8 56.1 100.0' 93.6/ 91.2 2.4 6.4 0.0' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8 14.4. 460.0 100.0 100.0 L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8.3, '100.0 96.5 93.6 2.9 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

298.5, 99.6 91.7 84.5 7.1, 1.4 0.5 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 '0.1

I ,,'
,104,

8 44.7 ,.99.6 92.6 . 92.2 0.4 5.8 1.2 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1

7,8 22.5 71.2, 6.5 28.7 7.8 17.0 17.7 28.8 7.5 5.2 7.7 5.7

a

0'.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

J0.0 i0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 3.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0.

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

10.0 0.0

0.0' 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

0.1 2.5

. Continued



Appendix table 7-Percentage distribution of Federal outlays for general functions and Goa
ernment administration'in metropolitan and nonmetropolitaniLunties,

fiscal 1976 -- Continue

Department and program

I I I

t 1

i I I
I 4 Totally

CFDA I Type of, I U.S. I 1

Greater
i .

1

I

Urbanized
1 -teas

.
urbanized,

1 rural
programslprogram 2/1 total 1 Total

I 1
I

, IMediumj.eseer1TotallAdja-,INon- 1Adja-INon- 1Adja.-1Non-
number 1/1 1 ,,,I 'Total' Core IFringel

. 1' , 1cert ladja-Icent ladja - Icent ladle-

Metro -Oita c ties Nonmetropolitan b unties

National Science Foundation:

SAE

Veteran; Administration

General operatAg expenses

. General post fund

Total, Veterans Administration

Total,.General Functions

and Government Administration

dol.

tent cent ce

- -Percentage of US. total -- - - -

NA 2 630.0....j 87.2 60.6 51.6 9.0

NA 8 473.0 1 457.4 75.5 75.5 0.0

NA 8 4.5 94.2 13.1 7.3 5.8

-- 477.5' 7.4 74.9 74.8 0.1

-- 5,187.44 94..8 74(1 66.7 7.4
,

17.6 9.0 12.8 9.2 2.3 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.2

15.5 6.4 2.6 1.1 0.6 0.0 /0.4 0.0 0.0
79.4 1.7 5.8 2.3 1.4 0.8 1.2 0.0 0.0

16.1 6.4 2.6 1.7 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0

15.5 5.2 5.2 2.0 1.4 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.5

v -

MA ! Not available

Not applicable.

Indicates the.program identification number, if any, as given in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget,
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance.

2/ Program types are indicated by the following codes: (1) formula grants; (2) project grants; (3) all other grants; (4) direct payments; (5) directloans; (6) insurance; (7) contractual
procurement; (8) salaried and expenses; (9) donation of

property, goods, and commodities; and (10) guaranteed/in.:
sured loans. Dollars reported for the latter two types of programs indicate the level of "indirect Federal. suRport" to local areas but do not represent
the actual transfer of Federal dollars. For this reason, many analyses exclude thue programs.
3/ Annual, outlays totals are prorated among local areas based on the distribution of 'actual outlays during l)e first month of each quarter. 301

Out:lays other than for salaries are estimated on the basis of total employment levels at each duty station. Actual payroll costs are used in com-
*Jag total estimated oollays in each county.

5 Total outlays are prdrated to the Statq and county levels oa the basis of the distribution'of total payroll costs.

So Community Services Administration.
,


